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Cara (cc Christina):
My supervisor asked me to send to you a draft biological evaluation for our planned reissuance of a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries
plywood mill in St. Maries, Idaho. Although most NPDES permits in Idaho are now issued by Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality, we retain NPDES permitting authority on Tribal land. This
facility is located on the Coeur d’Alene reservation.
Attached is a draft biological evaluation for your review and comment. We are not requesting
consultation at this time, but we would like your feedback on the BE, particularly if you notice any
deficiencies that would cause the Service to find the BE incomplete. I am also attaching a preliminary
draft permit and draft fact sheet explaining the conditions in the draft permit, which we recently
sent to the Coeur d’Alene Tribe.
The prior permit for this facility was issued in 1996 and is available on our website, here:
https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/npdes-permit-potlatch-corp-st-maries-complex-idaho
We expect to issue the draft permit for public review and comment within 30 days, and we will
request consultation at that time. Please contact me if you have questions.
Thank you,
Brian Nickel, E.I.T.
Environmental Engineer
US EPA Region 10 | Water Division | NPDES Permits Section
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov
https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/about-region-10s-npdes-permit-program
Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.
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[bookmark: _Toc45724619]Executive Summary

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency conducted a biological evaluation to identify potential impacts to federally listed endangered or threatened species that could result from the reissuance of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to the PotlatchDeltic Land and Lumber St. Maries Complex in St. Maries, Idaho. 

The St. Maries Complex encompasses 160 acres on the Coeur d’Alene Reservation and consists of a lumber mill, plywood plant, power plant, wet and dry log storage yards, and a woody debris storage area.  The proposed action is the issuance of an individual NPDES permit authorizing the discharge of non-contact cooling water, stormwater, and log yard runoff from outfall 001.  The facility also has three additional outfalls which discharge stormwater; these stormwater discharges will continue to be permitted under EPA’s Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (MSGP).

The maximum effluent flow rate for Outfall 001 is 1.1 mgd.  Treatment for Outfall 001 consists of screening to remove floating debris and addition of a defoamer. The facility discharges within the boundaries of the Coeur d’Alene Reservation, however, the facility is owned by PotlatchDeltic Corporation, a non-Tribal entity. 

The EPA’s Proposed Action places effluent limits on the discharges of iron, pH, total suspended solids (TSS), and zinc and prohibits the discharge of debris, meaning woody material such as bark, twigs, branches, heartwood or sapwood that will not pass through a 2.54 cm (1.0 in) diameter round opening.

According to the USFWS species list Information for Planning and Consultation and the NOAA Fisheries Protected Resource App, the following federally listed species and designated critical habitat are in the vicinity of the discharge:

· Endangered Species

· None

· Threatened Species

· Bull Trout, Salvelinus confluentus

· Proposed Threatened Species

· North American Wolverine, Gulo gulo luscus

· Critical Habitat

· Bull Trout, Salvelinus confluentus

· Proposed Critical Habitat

· None

The EPA has determined that reissuance of the Permit for the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex will have NO EFFECT on the proposed threatened North American Wolverine, is NOT LIKELY to adversely affect the threatened bull trout, and NOT LIKELY to adversely affect critical habitat for the bull trout.

The Permit requires monitoring of the effluent and the receiving water to gauge the extent to which discharged pollutants may impact the environment, including endangered species.
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[bookmark: _Toc45724620]Introduction

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 10 is reissuing a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (hereafter “Permit” or “the EPA’s Proposed Action”) for Outfall 001 at the PotlatchDeltic Land and Lumber St. Maries Complex in St. Maries, Idaho.

The St. Maries Complex encompasses 160 acres on the Coeur d’Alene Reservation and consists of a lumber mill, plywood plant, power plant, wet and dry log storage yards, and a woody debris storage area.  In addition to Outfall 001, which will be permitted under the reissued individual NPDES permit, the facility also has three additional outfalls which discharge stormwater; these stormwater discharges will continue to be permitted under EPA’s Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (MSGP).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-discharges-industrial-activities ] 


The maximum effluent flow rate for Outfall 001 is 1.1 mgd.  Treatment for Outfall 001 consists of screening to remove floating debris and addition of a defoamer.

The facility discharges within the boundaries of the Coeur d’Alene Reservation, however, the facility is owned by PotlatchDeltic Corporation, a non-Tribal entity.

The EPA’s Proposed Action places effluent limits on the discharges of iron, pH, total suspended solids (TSS), and zinc and prohibits the discharge of debris, meaning woody material such as bark, twigs, branches, heartwood or sapwood that will not pass through a 2.54 cm (1.0 in) diameter round opening.

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) if the federal agency’s actions could beneficially or adversely affect any threatened or endangered species or their critical habitat. In this case, the federal agency is the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the discretionary action is the reissuance of the Permit. The action evaluated in this Biological Evaluation (BE) could affect species under the jurisdiction of USFWS. This BE identifies endangered, threatened, and proposed species and critical habitat in the project area and assesses potential effects to these species that may result from the discharge authorized in the Permit.

The following major discussions are provided in this evaluation using the best data available: 

· An overview of EPA’s Proposed Action including a detailed description of the facility and proposed effluent limitations and monitoring requirements;

· A description of the action area and discussion of applicable water quality standards;

· A listing and discussion of ESA species that may occur in the action area; 

· A discussion of the environmental baseline against which any effects of EPA’s Proposed Action may be assessed; and 

· An analysis of the effects of EPA’s Proposed Action on ESA species within the action area, including Permit conditions that mitigate impacts of the proposed action on ESA species.



[bookmark: _Toc45724621]Description of Action

Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) prohibits the discharge of pollutants except in compliance with CWA Section 402, among other sections. Section 402 authorizes the issuance of NPDES permits for direct dischargers (i.e., existing or new industrial facilities that discharge process wastewaters from any point source into receiving waters). An NPDES permit is developed to control the discharge using technology-based effluent limitations, which, in this case, are based on effluent limit guidelines at 40 CFR 429 and water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs).

Technology-based effluent limits may be established through application of EPA-promulgated effluent limit guidelines (ELGs), or on a case-by-case basis under Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA (these are referred to as best professional judgment or BPJ effluent limitations), or through a combination of these methods (40 CFR 125.3(c)).

EPA has promulgated ELGs for the timber products processing point source category in 40 CFR Part 429.  ELGs in the plywood (Subpart C), wet storage (Subpart I), and sawmills and planing mills (Subpart K) subcategories are applicable to the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex.  EPA does not mandate the use of specific technologies; therefore, dischargers are free to use any available control technique to meet the limitations.

All receiving waters have ambient water quality standards that are established by the states, tribes, or EPA to maintain and protect designated uses of the receiving water (e.g., aquatic life, public water supply, primary contact recreation). The application of the technology-based effluent limits may result in pollutant discharges that exceed the water quality standards in particular receiving waters. In such cases, the CWA and federal guidelines require the development of more stringent WQBELs for the pollutant to ensure that the water quality standards are met. Additionally, pollutant parameters not limited in the wastewater treatment requirements may result in the development of WQBELs. EPA develops WQBELs in accordance with EPA guidance (USEPA, 1991).

The ESA regulations require the action agency to evaluate all interdependent actions (actions having no independent utility apart from EPA’s Proposed Action) and interrelated actions (actions that are part of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification). The federal regulations at 50 CFR section 402.02 define an action as all activities or programs of any kind authorized, funded, or carried out, in whole or in part, by Federal agencies in the United States or upon the high seas. Because this is an existing facility that EPA is proposing to reauthorize a permitted discharge for, and there are no other Federal actions associated with this facility, EPA believes that there are no interdependent or interrelated actions connected to this action.

The Permit authorizes the discharge from existing Outfall 001 to the St. Joe River subject to effluent limitations, monitoring, and other conditions specified in the Permit. The Permit will be finalized following completion of this consultation. A copy of the draft Permit and the Fact Sheet for the draft Permit have been transmitted to USFWS along with the BE.

[bookmark: _Toc45724622]Permit Reissuance Status

The first NPDES permit for the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex became effective on July 3, 1975.  The most recent individual NPDES permit for this facility was issued October 1, 1996, became effective on October 31, 1996, and expired on October 31, 2001. An NPDES application for permit issuance was submitted by the permittee on May 10, 2001. EPA determined that the application was timely and complete. Therefore, pursuant to 40 CFR 122.6, the permit has been administratively continued and remains fully effective and enforceable.

The existing individual permit covers the discharge of log yard runoff comingled with non-contact cooling water, which flows to Outfall 001. Discharges of stormwater from Outfall 001 are currently covered under EPA’s Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (MSGP), under permit number IDR05I310.  The MSGP also covers stormwater discharges from three additional stormwater outfalls, which are numbered 002, 003, and 004.

[bookmark: _Toc45724623]Facility Background

The facility encompasses 160 acres on the Coeur d’Alene Reservation and consists of a lumber mill, plywood plant, power plant, wet and dry log storage yards, and a woody debris storage area. A site map is provided in Figure 1.

[image: ]

[bookmark: _Ref45540883]Figure 1:  Site Map

The existing individual permit covers the discharge of log yard runoff comingled with non-contact cooling water, which flows to Outfall 001. Stormwater is commingled with the log yard runoff and cooling water prior to discharge from Outfall 001 and stormwater was disclosed as a waste stream in the application for reissuance of this individual permit. 

Treatment for Outfall 001 consists of screening to remove floating debris and addition of a defoamer.  

Potential pollutants in stormwater include fuel (gasoline and diesel), antifreeze, oils including hydraulic oil, bark and woody debris, phenolic resin, dust, and sediment.  Control measures are in place to prevent or reduce discharges of these pollutants.  The main pollutant of concern for non-contact cooling water is heat.  Potential pollutants in log sprinkling runoff include woody debris.

For approximately seven months of the year, stormwater is re-used for log sprinkling.

[bookmark: _Toc45724624]Outfall Description

A drainage ditch channels flow to a stormwater treatment pond. A metal shipping container located above the pond serves as a pump house. The pump house contains a flow meter and defoamer, which is injected into the effluent before being pumped to Outfall 001.

Discharges from Outfall 001 reach the St. Joe River through a pipe from the pump house, which connects to the river via a short ditch (see Figure 2).  Outfall 001 is located at latitude 47.329722 and longitude -116.590278, on the south bank of the St. Joe River.

[image: ]

[bookmark: _Ref45622391]Figure 2:  Outfall 001

[bookmark: _Toc45724625]Permit Limits and Effluent Monitoring

As explained above, the draft permit contains both technology-based and water quality-based effluent limits.  The technology-based effluent limits are based on ELGs in 40 CFR Part 429. Water quality-based effluent limits are based on Section 301(b)(1)(C) of the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations (e.g., 40 CFR 122.44(d)).

To determine whether water quality based-limits for a particular discharge are needed, EPA follows guidance in its Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (USEPA, 1991). EPA evaluated the Outfall 001 discharge to determine if “reasonable potential” exists. Water quality-based effluent limits were developed for those pollutants where there was “reasonable potential” to exceed the criteria established to protect the designated uses of the receiving water. 

Effluent limits are not needed for those parameters that did not exhibit “reasonable potential.” Monitoring was included in the Permit for those parameters where there was not enough data to determine the need for effluent limits. A detailed discussion of the reasonable potential evaluation is available in Section IV.E and Appendices C and D of the Fact Sheet for the Permit. The BE evaluates the potential for chemical and physical characteristics of the effluent to affect listed species.

Effluent limits and monitoring requirements in the draft permit are listed in Table 1.

[bookmark: _Ref44071353]Table 1:  Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

		[bookmark: _Hlk44071146][bookmark: _Hlk39763299]Effluent Parameters

		Units

		Effluent Limitations

		Monitoring Requirements



		

		

		Monthly Average

		Daily Maximum

		Frequency

		Sample Type



		Flow

		MGD

		Report

		Report

		Weekly

		Recording



		Iron

		mg/L

		7.02

		14.1

		Monthly

		Grab



		

		lb/day

		64.4

		129

		

		Calculation1



		pH

		s.u.

		6.5 to 8.5 std. units

		Weekly

		Grab



		TSS

		mg/L

		75

		165

		Weekly

		Grab



		

		lb/day

		688

		1,514

		

		Calculation1



		Zinc

		µg/L

		230

		329

		Monthly

		Grab



		

		lb/day

		2.1

		3.0

		

		Calculation1



		2,4,5-Trichlorophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		2,4,6-Trichlorophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		2,4-Dichlorophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		2,4-Dimethylphenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		2,4-Dinitrophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		2-Chlorophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		2-Methyl-4,6-Dinitrophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		3-Methyl-4-Chlorophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Aluminum

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Ammonia, total as N

		mg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		COD

		mg/L

		—

		Report

		Quarterly3

		Grab



		Dinitrophenols

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Hardness

		mg/L as CaCO3

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Manganese

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Nitrate-Nitrite as N

		mg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Nonylphenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Orthophosphate (as P)

		mg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Pentachlorophenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Phenol

		µg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Phosphorus, total as P

		mg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Temperature

		°C

		Report

		Report

		Continuous

		Recording



		Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen

		mg/L

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Whole effluent toxicity

		TUc

		—

		Report

		2/year2

		Grab



		Notes:

1.  Loading (in lbs/day) is calculated by multiplying the concentration (in mg/L) by the corresponding flow (in mgd) for the day of sampling and a conversion factor of 8.34. For more information on calculating, averaging, and reporting loads and concentrations see the NPDES Self-Monitoring System User Guide (EPA 833-B-85-100, March 1985).

2.  One sample must be taken between January 1st and June 30th and a second sample must be taken between July 1st and December 31st.  Results must be reported on the June and December DMRs.

3.  Quarters are defined as January 1st – March 31st, April 1st – June 30th, July 1st – September 30th, and October 1st – December 31st.  Results must be reported on the March, June, September, and December DMRs.





In developing WQBELs, the EPA converts criteria into limitations using the procedures in the TSD (USEPA, 1991). Factors that influence the development of effluent limits include effluent flow, receiving water critical low flows, effluent variability, and ambient water quality. Reasonable worst-case estimates of each of these factors were used to develop the effluent limits to ensure that they are protective of the aquatic organisms using the water quality criteria under critical conditions as a measure of the protectiveness. Each of these factors is discussed in detail in Appendices B and C of the Fact Sheet.

The receiving water body’s ability to dilute effluent is also factored into the development of effluent limitations (40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(ii)). Available dilution increases with distance downstream of the discharge point. The availability of dilution is termed a mixing zone. Under the Coeur d’Alene Tribe water quality standards, mixing zones may be authorized for discharges to meet water quality standards. Mixing zones are areas or volumes of receiving water where wastewater mixes with the receiving water and where water quality standards may be exceeded. Additional discussion of the mixing zones is provided in Section 3.1.3 of this BE.

The effluent limits are expressed in terms of concentration (e.g., mg/L) or in terms of mass (e.g., lbs/day) to ensure that the discharge to the receiving water complies with water quality standards and effluent guidelines. In general, effluent limitations must be expressed in terms of mass (40 CFR 122.45(f)). Mass-based limits are particularly important for control of bioconcentratable pollutants because concentration-based limits will not adequately control discharges of these pollutants if the effluent concentrations are below detection levels. However, mass-based limits alone may not assure attainment of water quality standards in waters with low dilution (i.e., less than 100-fold dilution) (USEPA, 1991). Therefore, some limits are expressed in both mass and concentration.

The federal regulations at 40 CFR 122.45(d) requires effluent limitations for continuous discharges to be expressed as maximum daily and average monthly limitations for all dischargers other than publicly owned treatment works (POTWs).  40 CFR Part 122.2 defines the maximum daily discharge as the highest allowable daily discharge and the average monthly discharge limitation as the highest allowable average of daily discharges over a calendar month (calculated as the sum of all daily discharges measured during a calendar month divided by the number of daily discharges measured during that month). The regulation also defines daily discharge as the discharge of a pollutant measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour period that reasonably represents the calendar day for the purposes of sampling. For pollutants with limitations expressed in units of mass (e.g., lb/day), the daily discharge is calculated as the total mass of the pollutant discharged over the day. For pollutants expressed in other units of measurement (e.g., mg/L), the daily discharge is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant over the day.

Section 304(h) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires the EPA Administrator to promulgate guidelines establishing test procedures for the analysis of pollutants. The EPA's approval of analytical methods is authorized under section 304(h) of the CWA, as well as the general rulemaking authority in section 501(a) of the Act. The EPA uses these test procedures to support the development of effluent limitations guidelines, to establish compliance with NPDES permits, for implementation of pretreatment standards, and for section 401 certifications. The section 304(h) test procedures (analytical methods) are specified in part 136 of title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR Part 136). All methods specified in the permit are published in 40 CFR Part 136. These methods have been validated by the EPA, published in the federal register for public comment, approved by the EPA and incorporated, by rulemaking, into the Code of Federal Regulations.

The conditions and effluent limits in the Permit were developed using Coeur d’Alene Tribe (CDT) water quality standards (WQS), while also considering Idaho WQS at IDAPA 58.01.02 in order to protect downstream uses. For constituents without numeric water quality criteria in the CDT or Idaho WQS, EPA used EPA’s water quality criteria, published under section 304(a) of the CWA. 

As such, new and/or modified effluent limitations and monitoring requirements are found in the Permit that will specifically assure that CDT WQS designated uses are met, as well as Idaho’s designated uses for downstream waters. Changes in limits and conditions in reissued NPDES permits may also stem from changes to pollutant effluent concentrations/loadings and changes in the receiving water. All effluent limits in the Permit are at least as stringent as those in the current permit. Region 10 used the most-current, available effluent and receiving water data when developing the Permit. 



[bookmark: _Toc45724626]Action Area

For the analysis of the potential effects of the EPA’s Proposed Action on listed species, a project action area is identified. Pollutants in an effluent may affect the aquatic environment near the point of discharge (near-field) or at a considerable distance from the point of discharge (far-field). The ESA implementing regulations define action area as all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action (50 CFR section 402.02). “Effects of the action” are defined as “all consequences to listed species or critical habitat that are caused by the proposed action, including the consequences of other activities that are caused by the proposed action. A consequence is caused by the proposed action if it would not occur but for the proposed action and it is reasonably certain to occur. Effects of the action may occur later in time and may include consequences occurring outside the immediate area involved in the action” (84 FR 45016).

Since EPA’s Proposed Action is the re-issuance of the NPDES permit, the direct effects are those that would cause toxicity to a listed species from individual and combined pollutant concentrations within the hydrodynamic mixing zone. The presence of parameters regulated by the Permit could potentially be present at a concentration that could cause toxicity to a listed species at different distances downstream from the discharge, depending upon the effluent limit, available dilution from the river, and the physical and chemical characteristics of the parameter. 

The area where direct effects may occur commences at the point of discharge. Therefore, the action area is bounded on the upper end at Outfall 001. The action area downstream for a specific parameter depends on the physical and chemical properties that cause it to degrade or dilute as it travels downstream. A parameter that is highly volatile or readily biodegradable in a river may be present over a relatively small downstream area at a concentration that could potentially cause toxicity, because several mechanisms effectively remove the parameter from the river. On the other hand, a parameter that is persistent in the environment and is not readily biodegraded in a river system might be present over a longer downstream distance at a concentration that could potentially cause toxicity, because removal mechanisms are less effective in eliminating this parameter from the river. 

Indirect effects for the EPA’s Proposed Action are those that would cause an effect to a listed species or habitat from individual and/or combined pollutant concentrations within the waterbody at a later time. These effects would result from delayed exposure (e.g., uptake of deposited effluent constituents from sediment resuspension, consumption of prey species, and habitat modification (e.g., deposited effluent constituents on the riverbed, decrease in photosynthesis). Any of these indirect effects could occur as long as there is influence on the receiving water column and sediment quality from the discharge. Therefore, the indirect action area extends to the point downstream where an indirect adverse effect could occur (e.g., where the concentration of a parameter in the sediment resulting from the effluent discharge is high enough to cause an adverse effect to threatened and endangered fish species).

For the analysis conducted in this BE, the action area includes waters in the St. Joe River downstream of the outfall that may be impacted by the discharge. This area encompasses the chronic and acute mixing zones and the downstream area prior to the zone where complete mixing is predicted to occur. 

[bookmark: _Toc45724627]Water Quality Standards

Section 303(c) of the Clean Water Act requires every State to develop water quality standards applicable to all water bodies or segments of water bodies that lie within the State. A water quality standard defines the water quality goals of a water body, or a portion thereof, by designating the use or uses to be made of the water, by setting criteria necessary to protect the uses, and by establishing antidegradation policies and implementation procedures that serve to maintain and protect water quality. States adopt water quality standards to protect public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water, and serve the purposes of the Clean Water Act. A water quality standard should (1) include provisions for restoring and maintaining chemical, physical, and biological integrity of State waters; (2) provide, wherever attainable, water quality for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water; and (3) consider the use and value of State waters for public water supplies, propagation of fish and wildlife, recreation, agriculture and industrial purposes, and navigation.

EPA has established water quality standards regulations at 40 CFR Part 131. Under section 510 of the Clean Water Act, States may develop water quality standards more stringent than required by this regulation. Water quality standards are composed of three parts: use classifications, numeric and/or narrative water quality criteria, and an antidegradation policy. The use designations required under the Clean Water Act include public water supply, recreation, and propagation of fish and wildlife. The States are free to designate more specific uses (e.g., cold water aquatic life, agricultural), or to designate uses not mentioned in the CWA, except for waste transport and assimilation which is not an acceptable designated use. Section 303(a-c) of the Clean Water Act requires States to adopt criteria adequate to protect designated uses for State waters. These criteria may be numeric or narrative. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Water quality criteria set ambient levels of individual pollutants or parameters or describe conditions of a waterbody that, if met, will generally protect the designated use of the water. Water quality criteria are developed to protect aquatic life and human health, and, in some cases, wildlife from the deleterious effects of pollutants. Section 304(a) of the Clean Water Act directs EPA to publish water quality criteria guidance to assist States in developing water quality standards. EPA criteria consist of three components: magnitude (the level of pollutant that is allowable, generally expressed as a concentration), duration (the period of time over which the instream concentration is averaged for comparison with criteria concentrations), and frequency (how often criteria can be exceeded). Currently, EPA has developed criteria for approximately 150 pollutants.[footnoteRef:2] EPA criteria for the protection of aquatic life address both short-term (acute) and long-term (chronic) effects on freshwater species while human health criteria are designed to protect people from exposure resulting from consumption of water and fish or other aquatic life. [2:  https://www.epa.gov/wqc/national-recommended-water-quality-criteria ] 


The federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require States to adopt an antidegradation policy and implementation methods that provide three tiers of protection from degradation of water quality. Tier 1 protects existing uses and provides the absolute floor of water quality for all waters of the United States. Tier 2 protects the level of water quality necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water in waters that are currently of higher quality than required to support these uses. Tier 3 protects the quality of outstanding national resources, such as waters of national and State parks and wildlife refuges, and waters of exceptional recreational or ecological significance. 

Once standards are developed and adopted by States, EPA must review and approve or disapprove them. EPA’s review is to ensure that the State water quality standards meet the requirements of the CWA and the water quality standards regulation. EPA may promulgate a new or revised standard for a State where necessary to meet the requirements of the CWA. Currently, States are required to review their water quality standards at least once every three years and revise them as necessary. The most current State water quality standards are used for the development of permit limitations.

The Coeur d’Alene Tribe received treatment in a manner similar to a state (TAS) status for administering water quality standards (WQS) over portions of Lake Coeur d’Alene and the St. Joe River that lie within the boundaries of the Coeur d’Alene Reservation. These waters are referred to as “Reservation TAS Waters.” Water Quality Standards for Approved Surface Waters of the Coeur d’Alene Tribe are in effect for CWA purposes, effective June 12, 2014. This is the first instance of an NPDES permit reissuance where CDT WQS are in effect for CWA purposes. Permit conditions and effluent limits in the previously issued (1996) permit relied on Idaho WQS. The EPA used the CDT WQS in determining whether water quality-based effluent limits were needed and in developing Permit conditions and effluent limitations. The EPA also considered/referenced ID WQS at IDAPA 58.01.02 to ensure that the Permit conditions protect downstream uses, including cases where CDT WQS are not in effect for Clean Water Act Purposes.

The CDT has adopted general water use classifications that apply to all Reservation TAS Waters. All TAS Waters shall be designated for the uses of industrial water supply, aesthetics, and wildlife habitat. Additionally, TAS Waters are classified for: 

· Domestic Water Supply

· Agricultural Water Supply

· Recreational and Cultural Use

· Bull Trout and Cutthroat Trout

[bookmark: _Toc45724628]Numeric Water Quality Criteria

Table 3 provides the numeric water quality criteria that apply to the St. Joe River for these uses.

		Pollutant of Concern1

		Acute

		Chronic

		Human Health, Water + Organism

		Human Health Organism Only

		Agricultural Water Supply

		Water Quality Standard Used/Referenced



		Aluminum (µg/L)

		280

		150

		—

		—

		—

		EPA 304(a)



		Ammonia (μg/L)

		13,283

		2,559

		—

		—

		—

		ID2



		Barium (µg/L)

		—

		—

		1000

		—

		—

		EPA 304(a)



		Boron (μg/L)

		—

		—

		—

		—

		750

		EPA 304(a)



		Iron

		—

		1000

		—

		—

		—

		EPA 304(a)



		Manganese

		—

		—

		50

		100

		—

		EPA 304(a)



		pH (s.u.)

		Within the range of 6.5 – 8.5

		—

		—

		—

		CDT



		Temperature (°C)

		22

		19

		—

		—

		—

		ID



		Temperature (°C), June - September within hypolimnion

		16

		—

		—

		—

		—

		CDT



		Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L)

		8.0 (minimum)

		—

		—

		—

		—

		CDT



		Total Suspended Solids (mg/L)

		—

		—

		—

		—

		75

		CDT



		Zinc (μg/L)

		20.3

		20.4

		8704

		1,5004

		—

		CDT/ID



		1. Pollutants of concern for which reasonable potential analysis was conducted.

2. The EPA disapproved the CDT WQS for ammonia. Therefore, ID WQS were referenced. 

3. Translated from narrative CDT WQS using recommended criteria in EPA’s 1991 Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (TSD) as reference.

4. The EPA did not act on CDT human health criteria. Therefore, ID WQS were referenced.

5. The draft permit requires monitoring to generate data to be entered into the copper BLM model to calculate site-specific aquatic life criteria for copper and conduct reasonable potential in future permitting actions.

6. The EPA disapproved CDT WQS aquatic life criteria for copper and did not act on human health criteria. Therefore, ID WQS for human health were referenced. 





[bookmark: _Toc45724629]Narrative Water Quality Criteria

Narrative criteria are statements that describe the desired water quality goal and supplement the numeric criteria. Narrative criteria can be the basis for limiting specific pollutants where the State has no numeric criteria for those pollutants or they can be used to limit toxicity where the toxicity cannot be traced to a specific pollutant (e.g., whole effluent toxicity). Narrative criteria may be translated into numeric criteria, as appropriate. The following narrative criteria from the Coeur d’Alene Tribe water quality standards were considered in development of the Permit.

Nutrients or other substances from anthropogenic causes shall not be present in concentrations which will produce objectionable algal densities or nuisance aquatic vegetation, result in a dominance of nuisance species, or otherwise cause nuisance conditions.

· Turbidity shall not be at a level to impair designated uses or aquatic biota.

· Toxic substances shall not be introduced into Reservation TAS Waters in concentrations which have the potential either singularly or cumulatively to adversely affect existing and designated water uses, cause acute or chronic toxicity to the most sensitive biota dependent upon those waters, or adversely affect public health, as determined by the Department, except as allowed for under Mixing Zones.

· Floating Solids, Oil and Grease. All waters shall be free from visible oils, scum, foam, grease, and other floating materials and suspended substances of a persistent nature resulting from anthropogenic causes.

· Color. True color-producing materials resulting from anthropogenic causes shall not create an aesthetically undesirable condition; nor should color inhibit photosynthesis or otherwise impair the existing and designated uses of the water.

[bookmark: _Ref45274089][bookmark: _Toc45724630]Mixing Zones

A mixing zone is a limited area or volume of water where initial dilution of a discharge takes place and within which certain water quality criteria may be exceeded. While the criteria may be exceeded within the mixing zone, the use and size of the mixing zone must be limited such that the waterbody as a whole will not be impaired, all designated uses are maintained, and acutely toxic conditions are prevented. Mixing zone policies are established in Section 3(1) of the CDT WQS, which state: All Reservation TAS Waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations or combinations that do not protect the most sensitive use of the water body, except as provided for under Mixing Zones (section 12). Mixing zones may vary from pollutant to pollutant, and multiple water quality criteria may apply to a single pollutant. For example, in the case of zinc, the following criteria apply: chronic aquatic life; acute aquatic life; human health water and organism; and human health organism only. All were used/considered in development of the Permit. Section 12(2) of the CDT WQS specifies which low flow statistic (e.g., 7Q10, harmonic mean) is to be used in water quality-based effluent limitation calculations depending on the specific water quality criteria class. For example, chronic aquatic life criteria utilize the 7Q10 flow. In this case, a 25 percent mixing zone would represent 25 percent of the 7Q10 river flow in cfs. Section 12(1)(c) of the CDT WQS establishes that the allowable size, shape, and location of a mixing zone is established in certifications under Section 401 of the CWA.

Mixing zones were used to calculate the proposed effluent limits for the following parameters:

· Iron

· Zinc

Mixing zones were also used to conduct reasonable potential analyses for parameters for which effluent limitations were not developed (i.e., reasonable potential was not found when applying a mixing zone). However, effluent monitoring requirements are proposed for such parameters. The EPA also calculated dilution factors for critical low river flow conditions. All dilution factors are calculated with the effluent flow rate set equal to the maximum of 1.1 mgd. If the CDT revises the allowable mixing zone in its final certification of the Permit, reasonable potential analysis and water quality-based effluent limit calculations will be revised accordingly. Table 4 presents critical low flow statistics, mixing zones, and dilution factors associated with respective criteria that were used in Permit development.

Table 2:  Mixing Zones

		Criteria Type

		Critical Low Flow (cfs)

		Mixing Zone (% of Critical Low Flow)

		Dilution Factor



		Acute Aquatic Life (1Q10)

		125

		25%

		19.4



		Chronic Aquatic Life (except ammonia) (7Q10)

		258

		25%

		38.9



		Chronic Aquatic Life (ammonia) (30B3)

		408

		25%

		60.9



		Human Health Noncarcinogen (30Q5)

		363

		25%

		54.3



		Human Health Carcinogen

		1076

		25%

		159.1





[bookmark: _Toc45724631]Water Quality Assessment

Idaho’s 2016 305(b) Integrated Report identifies the 3.76 mile stretch of the St. Joe River receiving the discharge as Category 3 or lacking sufficient data to determine if any beneficial uses are being met (i.e., unassessed). The St. Joe River downstream, between the point of discharge and Coeur d’Alene Lake, is also unassessed by IDEQ, ostensibly because it is waters of the Coeur d’Alene Tribe.  See Figure 4 below. 
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Figure 3:  Beneficial use support status

Upstream of the discharge, the lower St. Joe River (ID17010304PN027_05) from the North Fork St. Joe River to the confluence with the St. Maries River was identified as exceeding Idaho water quality temperature criteria and was listed as Category 5 (not supporting) in Idaho’s Integrated Report in 2002 (IDEQ, 2011). An EPA-approved TMDL (Category 4a) for temperature is in effect on the St. Joe (ID17010304PN027_05) approximately 1.5 river miles upstream of the discharge, which is not meeting ID cold water aquatic life uses, as well as an EPA-approved TMDL for temperature and sediment on the St. Maries approximately 1.5 miles upstream of the discharge where the St. Joe and St. Maries Rivers join (ID17010304PN007_05), which is also not supporting cold water aquatic life uses. Coeur d’Alene Lake, approximately eight river miles downstream of the discharge, is not supporting (Category 5) cold water aquatic life criteria due to cadmium, lead, and zinc exceedances of water quality standards, though a TMDL has not been approved by the EPA. In 2009, The CDT and IDEQ collaboratively developed the 2009 Lake Management Plan with the goal “to protect and improve lake water quality by limiting basin-wide nutrient inputs that impair lake water quality conditions, which in turn influence the solubility of mining-related metals contamination contained in lake sediments” (IDEQ&CdAT, 2009). The Plan does not establish numeric nutrient criteria.



[bookmark: _Toc45724632]Status of Species and Critical Habitat

[bookmark: _Toc45724633]Species Descriptions

This section describes the threatened and endangered species that may occur in the action area as indicated by the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation and the NOAA The NOAA Fisheries Protected Resource App. The discussion includes the life history, habitat use, and habitat concerns as well as specific information on the abundance and timing of occurrence of each species within the action area. The species addressed in this section and their status is listed in Table 3.

[bookmark: _Ref44076371]Table 3:  ESA-listed Species and Critical Habitat in the Action Area

		Listing Type

		Specie(s)



		Endangered

		None



		Threatened

		Bull Trout, Salvelinus confluentus



		Proposed Threatened

		North American Wolverine, Gulo gulo luscus



		Critical Habitat

		Bull Trout, Salvelinus confluentus



		Proposed Critical Habitat

		None





[bookmark: _Toc45724634]Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus)

Status and Distribution

All bull trout in the conterminous U.S. were listed as threatened November 1, 1999 (64 FR 58910). The listing consolidated listings for multiple distinct population segments including the Coastal-Puget Sound populations (Olympic Peninsula and Puget Sound regions), Saint Mary-Belly River populations (east of the Continental divide in Montana), and three separate distinct population segments of bull trout in the Columbia River, Klamath River, and Jarbidge River basins. The range of the bull trout includes Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, Montana, and western Canada. See Figure 5. Although once abundant throughout these regions, the distribution of populations has declined significantly (75 FR 63897). Population declines are largely attributed to habitat degradation, population isolation, and nonnative species invasions (USFWS, 2014).
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Figure 4:  Bull Trout Range

Life History and Ecology

Bull trout are native to the Pacific Northwest and western Canada and are widespread throughout the tributaries of the Columbia River Basin (63 FR 31647). In Idaho, bull trout exhibit both resident and migratory life history strategies (BPA, USBR, & USACE, 1999). Resident bull trout complete their entire life cycle in or near tributary streams where they spawn and rear (Bruce E. Rieman & McIntyre, 1993). Migratory bull trout spawn in tributary streams where juvenile fish rear for one to three years before migrating to a lake (adfluvial life history forms) or river (fluvial life history forms) (Dunham & Rieman, 1999; Goetz, 1989). Resident and migratory forms may be found together, and either form may produce offspring exhibiting either resident or migratory behavior (Bruce E. Rieman & McIntyre, 1993). 

Bull trout reach sexual maturity in four to seven years and may live longer than 12 years. They are iteroparous, meaning that they may spawn more than once in a lifetime. Adult bull trout migrate from feeding to spawning grounds during the spring and summer (64 FR 58910). Spawning typically occurs from August through November, during periods of increasing flows and decreasing water temperatures, and peaks during September and October (Batt, 1996). Spawning areas are often associated with cold-water springs, groundwater infiltration, and the coldest streams in a given watershed (Pratt, 1992; Bruce E. Rieman, Lee, & Thurow, 1997; Bruce E. Rieman & McIntyre, 1993) that exhibit high water quality with loose, clean gravel and cobble substrate (BPA et al., 1999). In fact, water temperatures of 10 °C or less typically induce spawning (Batt, 1996) (64 FR 58910). Spawning sites are typically found in runs, tails and pools with water depth ranging from 0.2 to 0.8 m. 

Eggs are buried 10 to 20 cm in the gravel with a water velocity ranging from 0.2 to 0.6 m/s (Batt, 1996). Bull trout embryos incubate over the winter and hatch in late winter or early spring (Weaver & White, 1985). The relatively long incubation period makes bull trout eggs and embryos vulnerable to fine sediment accumulation and water quality degradation (Fraley & Shepard, 1989). Fry normally emerge from early April through May, depending on water temperatures and increasing stream flows (Howell & Buchanan, 1992; Pratt, 1992; Bruce E. Rieman & McIntyre, 1993). 

While all bull trout are sensitive to temperature and Bruce E. Rieman and McIntyre (1993) report that temperatures greater than 15 °C limit bull trout distribution, juvenile bull trout are more sensitive to temperature changes than other life stages. Hillman and Essig (1998) found that the optimal temperature for juvenile growth and rearing is likely 12° to 14 ° C. Juvenile bull trout prey on terrestrial and aquatic insects but become piscivorous as they mature (USFWS, 1998). They migrate during the spring, summer and fall. Once reaching the river mainstem or lake, they will remain there until sexual maturity, which is from four to seven years of age (USFWS, 1998). Migratory bull trout are typically larger than the resident forms due to the increased productivity of larger streams and lakes, reaching lengths of 24 inches. Resident fish are commonly six to twelve inches as adults (63 FR 31647).

Bull trout have more specific habitat requirements than most other salmonids (Bruce E. Rieman & McIntyre, 1993). Habitat components that influence bull trout distribution and abundance include water temperature (as described above), availability of cover, channel form and stability, valley form, spawning and rearing substrate, and migratory corridors (Goetz, 1989; Howell & Buchanan, 1992; Pratt, 1992; Bruce E. Rieman & McIntyre, 1993, 1995; Sedell & Everest, 1991; Watson & Hillman, 1997). All life history stages of bull trout are associated with complex forms of cover, including large woody debris, undercut banks, boulders, and pools (Goetz, 1989; Hoelscher & Bjornn, 1989; Sedell & Everest, 1991; Watson & Hillman, 1997). Early life stages of bull trout, specifically the developing embryo, require the highest inter-gravel dissolved oxygen levels, and are the most sensitive life stage to reduced oxygen levels. The oxygen demand of embryos depends on temperature and stage of development, with the greatest dissolved oxygen required just prior to hatching.

Bull trout are opportunistic feeders, with food habits primarily a function of size and life-history strategy. Resident and juvenile migratory bull trout prey on terrestrial and aquatic insects, macrozooplankton, and small fish (Donald & Alger, 1993; Goetz, 1989). Bull trout may also feed heavily on fish eggs of other salmon (Lowery & Beauchamp, 2015). Subadult and adult migratory bull trout feed on various fish species (Donald & Alger, 1993).

Habitat Concerns and Recovery

Primary threats to the bull trout within the CHRU include habitat degradation, demographics (low population sizes and isolation), and competition and predation from nonnative fishes. Elevated temperatures and low dissolved oxygen levels within the St. Joe River impact bull trout foraging, migration, and overwintering possibilities. Small population size and lack of replication of stable populations limit recovery potential in the St. Joe River. In addition to direct predation threats, nonnative fishes - including northern pike, smallmouth bass, and possibly Chinook salmon - also threaten juvenile and subadult migration potential (USFWS, 2015b). 

The CHRU Implementation Plan for Bull Trout identifies several recovery tasks to address primary threats to bull trout habitat and demographics in the Coeur d’Alene Geographic Region, Coeur d’Alene Lake Core Area (Complex), however only the following relate to EPA’s Proposed Action:

· To address habitat threats:

· Identify, and mitigate to the extent possible, sources of water temperature increase in Coeur d’Alene and St. Joe Rivers.

· Improve water quality in tributaries to Coeur d'Alene Lake, by reducing stream temperature and pollutants, with focus to improving low DO levels in feeding, migration, and overwintering (FMO) habitats.

· To address demographic threats, incorporate survey data into Coeur d’Alene Lake core area threats assessment.

Occurrence in the Action Area

Limited population data/information is available at a fine-enough scale to accurately predict bull trout occurrence in the immediate action area. In order to estimate the probability of occurrence, the best-available information and data from the following sources was assessed, which can also inform discussions of far field and/or cumulative impacts to individuals and critical habitat:

· Recovery Plan (USFWS, 2015b)

· Coeur d’Alene Tribe Fish and Wildlife Program Habitat Protection Plan: Implementation of Fisheries Enhancement Opportunities on the Coeur d’Alene Reservation, 1997-2002 Technical Report (Vitale, Roberts, & Peters, 2002).

· Distribution, Abundance, and Population Trends of Bull Trout in Idaho (High, Meyer, Schill, & Mamer, 2008)

· Columbia Headwaters Recovery Unit Implementation Plan for Bull Trout (USFWS, 2015a);

· Climate Shield Cold-Water Refuge Streams for Native Trout (Isaak et al., 2017);

· The Rangewide Bull Trout eDNA Project (Young et al., 2017);

· Coeur d’Alene Basin Restoration Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (USDA, 2018)

Within the CHRU defined by USFWS in the Implementation (IP) Plan for Bull Trout, the action area falls within Core Area 4, Coeur d’Alene Lake (USFWS, 2015a). The IP notes that bull trout are present (though in potentially low numbers and in patchy distributions) in most watersheds within the CHRU where they have historically occurred, with 5 suspected local populations within the Core Area. 

According to the Coeur d’Alene Tribe Fish and Wildlife Program Habitat Protection Plan, “A quantifiable number or density describing a healthy bull trout population is currently unavailable and likely to be unique within each watershed, however it is certain that current populations are severely depressed” (Vitale et al., 2002) and scientists with IDFG stated that “…data available from the Clark Fork River, Kootenai River, and Coeur d’Alene River recovery units were limited, making it difficult to draw any conclusions about bull trout abundance in these areas” (High et al., 2008). 

The Range-Wide Bull Trout eDNA Project used the results of the Climate Shield model to inform sampling programs to collect environmental DNA (eDNA) from streams and rivers in efforts to determine whether bull trout were present in those waterbodies. In 2015, The Range-Wide Bull Trout eDNA Project paired predictions of bull trout habitat occupancy from the Climate Shield model with an optimized eDNA protocol to survey all juvenile bull trout habitats throughout 8-digit HUC river basins located within the species’ historical range. Figure 3 depicts the presence/absence of bull trout in three watersheds surrounding the action area (the Upper Coeur d’Alene River Basin HUC 17010301, the South Fork Coeur d’Alene River Basin HUC 17010302, and the St. Joe River Basin HUC 17010304). Bull trout were found to be present in the upper St. Joe River watershed (Young et al., 2017). However, there does not appear to be any survey data available for the St. Joe River near the action area (within the red circle in Figure 5 below.
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[bookmark: _Ref44340188]Figure 5:  Range-Wide Bull Trout eDNA Project Sampling Locations and Results (Young et al., 2017)

It is clear that bull trout are present in the upper St. Joe river watershed, which is outside of the action area, and that this population may migrate to Coeur d’Alene lake for feeding and overwintering, see USFWS (2009) at Page 482, thereby navigating the St. Joe River within the action area. Further, the IDEQ St. Joe Subbasin Temperature TMDL Addendum notes that the lower St. Joe River (which includes the action area) “although designated for salmonid spawning, is not consistent with salmonid spawning habitat. However, this section of the river is used by native cutthroat and bull trout as a migratory route to tributaries and streams that are used for spawning,” see IDEQ (2011) at Page 17). Based on this review, it appears that there may be a limited presence of migrating bull trout in receiving waters within the action area.

Critical Habitat

On October 10, 2010, USFWS revised the designation of critical habitat for bull trout in the coterminous U.S. and established 32 critical habitat units (CHUs) in 6 recovery units (RUs) (75 FR 63898). Critical habitat for bull trout includes approximately 32,187 km (20,000 miles) of riverine habitat, 1,207 km (750 miles) of marine shoreline, and 197,487 ha (488,001 acres) of lacustrine habitat. Critical habitat spans Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, and Montana (Figure 7). 

The action area contains designated critical habitat within the Coeur d’Alene River Basin Unit [CHU 29]. The Coeur d’Alene River Basin Unit is part of the Columbia Headwaters Recovery Unit (CHRU), which is one of six biologically based bull trout Recovery Units established by FWS in the coterminous United States. 

The Coeur d’Alene River Basin Unit encompasses the Kootenai, Shoshone, Benewah, Bonner, and Latah Counties in Idaho, including the entire Coeur d’Alene Lake basin in northern Idaho. The major drainages in the CHRU include the Coeur d’Alene Lake Basin, Kootenai River Basin, and the Clark Fork River Basin. This CHU includes approximately 510.5 miles of streams and 31,152.1 acres of lake surface area as designated critical habitat. There are no subunits in the Coeur d’Alene River Basin CHU. The Coeur d’Alene River Basin CHU provides bull trout spawning, rearing, foraging, migratory, connecting, and overwintering habitat (75 FR 63897). 

Based on the large and diverse landscape of the CHRU, USFWS has separated the 35 core areas into five natural geographic assemblages; one of these natural geographic areas is the Coeur d’Alene Geographic Region, which is most relevant to the Action described in this BE. 

According to the 2015 CHRU Implementation Plan, the Coeur d’Alene Geographic Region consists of a single, large complex core area centered on Coeur d’Alene Lake. USFWS explains that the Coeur d’Alene Geographic Region “is grouped into the CHRU for purposes of physical and ecological similarity...” (i.e., the bull trout’s life history pattern of spawning and rearing in tributary streams and migrating to lakes or reservoirs to mature, otherwise known as adfluvial bull trout life history, and nonanadromous linkage), “…rather than due to watershed connectivity with the rest of the CHRU, as it flows into the mid-Columbia River far downstream of the Clark Fork and Kootenai systems.”
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Figure 6:  Critical Habitat Units for Bull Trout of the Coterminous US (Source: 75 FR 63898)
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Figure 7: Bull Trout Critical Habitat near Action Area

The physical and biological features (PBFs) determined to be essential to the conservation of bull trout are:

· Springs, seeps, groundwater sources, and subsurface water connectivity (hyporheic flows) to contribute to water quality and quantity and provide thermal refugia;

· Migration habitats with minimal physical, biological, or water quality impediments between spawning, rearing, overwintering, and freshwater and marine foraging habitats, including but not limited to permanent, partial, intermittent, or seasonal barriers;

· An abundance of food, including terrestrial organisms of riparian origin, aquatic macroinvertebrates, and forage fish;

· Complex shorelines with features such as large wood, side channels, pools, undercut banks, and unembedded substrates, to provide a variety of depths, gradients, velocities, and structure;

· Water temperatures ranging from 2 to 15°C (36 to 59°F), with adequate thermal refugia available for temperatures that exceed the upper end of this range;

· Sufficient and appropriate substrate in spawning and rearing areas;

· Water flows approximating natural timing (historic and seasonal ranges) for peak, high, low, and base flow;

· Sufficient water quality and quantity to sustain normal reproduction, growth, and survival; and

· Low occurrence of nonnative predatory (e.g., lake trout, walleye, northern pike, smallmouth bass), interbreeding (e.g., brook trout), or competing (e.g., brown trout) species.

Essential Fish Habitat in the Action Area

Essential fish habitat (EFH) is the waters and substrate (sediments, etc.) necessary for fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (January 21, 1999) requires the EPA to consult with NOAA Fisheries when a proposed discharge has the potential to adversely affect EFH (i.e., reduce quality and/or quantity of EFH). A review of the action area in NOAA’s Essential Fish Habitat Mapper showed no EFH in the action area.

The EFH regulations define an adverse effect as any impact which reduces quality and/or quantity of EFH and may include direct (e.g. contamination or physical disruption), indirect (e.g. loss of prey, reduction in species’ fecundity), site specific, or habitat-wide impacts, including individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. Because there is no EFH in the action area, the EPA has determined that EPA’s Proposed Action will not adversely affect EFH.

[bookmark: _Toc45724635]North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus)

The USFWS has proposed to list the North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) as threatened under the ESA. The most recent proposed rule and re-opening of the public comment period occurred in October 2016 (81 FR 71670).

Life History and Ecology

The historical range of the North American wolverine includes Colorado, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming (USFWS, 2011). Generally, this species selects habitat that is cold and maintains deep persistent snow through the winter and lasting late into the warmer seasons. In North America, particularly in the southern portion of the species’ range where ambient temperatures may be the warmest, the wolverine distribution is restricted to the high-elevation alpine regions of Washington, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, California, and Colorado. However, wolverines can occur within a wide variety of alpine, boreal, and arctic habitats, including boreal forests, tundra, and western mountains. Wolverines tend to live in remote and inhospitable places away from human populations and they are seldom encountered, documented, or studied. 

Wolverines have large spatial requirements; the availability and distribution of food is likely the primary factor in determining wolverine movements and home range (Banci, 1994; Hornocker & Hash, 1981). Wolverines can travel long distances over rough terrain and deep snow, with adult males generally covering greater distances than females (Banci, 1994; Hornocker & Hash, 1981). 

Wolverines are opportunistic feeders, consuming a variety of foods depending on availability. They primarily scavenge carrion, but also prey on small animals and birds and eat fruits, berries, and insects (Banci, 1994; Hash, 1987; Hornocker & Hash, 1981; Wilson, 1982).

[bookmark: _Ref44425369]Occurrence within the Action Area

Based on the distribution and movement patterns of the North American wolverine, it is not likely that this species would be present within the action area because of the higher human population densities and lack of snow. Therefore, the EPA has determined that the EPA’s Proposed Action will have no effect on the wolverine, and it will not be discussed further in this analysis.

[bookmark: _Toc45724636]Environmental Baseline

Regulations implementing the ESA (50 CFR 402.02) define the environmental baseline as the past and ongoing impacts of all Federal, State or private actions and other human activities leading to the current status of a species, its habitat, and ecosystem within the action area. Also included in the environmental baseline are the anticipated impacts of all proposed Federal projects in the action area that have undergone previous ESA Section 7 consultation, and the impacts of state and private actions which are contemporaneous with this consultation. The environmental baseline may not be known for all parameters of concern because they either have not been measured in the action area or they were not detected in the action area.

[bookmark: _Toc45724637]Ecoregional Setting

The EPA’s Proposed Action is located in St. Maries, ID, which is located approximately eight St. Joe River miles upstream of Lake Coeur D’Alene. The point of discharge is within the Level IV Ecoregion – Northern Idaho Hills and Low Relief Mountains (15v), near the border of the Coeur d’Alene Metasedimentary Zone (15o) and St. Joe Schist-Gneiss Zone (15p) ecoregions. The ecoregion geology is characterized by quarternary volcanic ash, loess, and alluvium in river valleys. Productive cedar-hemlock-pine forests in the region are widely logged. Other uses include crop and pastureland, small grain and hay farming, grazing, wildlife habitat, and recreation. Temperature/moisture regimes include Frigid-Mesic/Xeric and Udic. Mean annual precipitation is 22 - 24 inches. Mean annual frost-free days are 50 – 130. Mean min and max temperatures in January are 23 and 35 °F respectively, and 50 and 86 °F in July, respectively (McGrath et al., 2002).

[bookmark: _Toc45724638]Land Cover and Uses

The National Land Cover Database as cited in IDEQ (2020) provides the land uses within the subbasin unit (17010304), shown in Table 6 below. Evergreen forest and shrub/scrubland comprise of 97 percent of land cover within the subbasin.

Table 4:  Land Cover within the Subbasin Unit (IDEQ, 2020)

		Land Cover

		Acres

		Percent



		Barren Land

		34.25

		0.003



		Cultivated Crops

		55.82

		0.005



		Deciduous Forest

		421.67

		0.039



		Developed/High Intensity

		86.51

		0.008



		Developed/Low Intensity

		1614.84

		0.149



		Developed/Med Intensity

		268.21

		0.025



		Developed/Open Space

		3128.49

		0.289



		Emergent Herbaceous Wetlands

		6325.69

		0.585



		Evergreen Forest

		758745.55

		70.168



		Hay/Pasture

		323.59

		0.030



		Herbaceous

		9057.42

		0.838



		Mixed Forest

		120.32

		0.011



		Open Water

		1229.20

		0.114



		Shrub/Scrub

		298176.12

		27.575



		Woody Wetlands

		1733.60

		0.160





[bookmark: _Toc45724639]Receiving Water

[bookmark: _Toc45724640]Physical Characteristics

The receiving water is the lower St. Joe River near St. Maries, Idaho within the St. Joe Subbasin. The Idaho NHDPlus classifies the 3.76 mile river segment receiving the discharge (Reach Code: 17010304000045) as an Order 6 stream with a segment slope of 0.034600 %, a velocity of 1.801 feet per second (fps), and a mean annual flow of 3652.690 cubic feet per second (cfs) (IDEQ, 2020). The St. Joe River and its tributaries drain a watershed of 1,192 square miles above the confluence with the St. Maries River at the city of St. Maries. The river drains the southern slopes of the St. Joe Mountains, the western slope of the Bitterroot Range, and the northern slopes of the Clearwater Mountains. The St. Joe River flows generally from east to west before entering Coeur d’Alene Lake. 

The St. Joe River below St. Joe City, ID, including the section receiving the discharge from the facility, is impacted by the hydroelectric dam in Post Falls, ID, which elevates the St. Joe River 8 feet above normal summer elevation. As a result, this section of the St. Joe River is much wider than upstream waters, 270 - 300 feet compared to 145 - 250 feet upstream (IDEQ, 2011).

Proximal to the bank nearest the outfall within the action area, St. Joe River bathymetry shows depths of 5-10 feet, 30-foot depths near the opposite bank, and 25-foot depths in the center channel. Depths of 65 feet occur in riverbend pools between the discharge and Lake Chatcolet approximately six river miles downstream (CDT & Avista, 2004).

[bookmark: _Toc45724641]Water Quality

Water quality data for the receiving water is summarized in Table 5.

[bookmark: _Ref45621464]Table 5:  Receiving Water Quality Data

		Parameter

		Units

		Statistic

		Value

		Source



		Aluminum

		µg/L

		Maximum

		60

		USGS NWIS station 12413875



		Ammonia

		mg/L

		90th percentile

		0.02

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Barium

		µg/L

		Single result

		<100

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Boron

		µg/L

		Single result

		<100

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Dissolved organic carbon

		mg/L

		Minimum

		1.05

		USGS NWIS station 12415140



		Dissolved oxygen

		mg/L

		5th percentile

		8.6

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Hardness

		mg/L as CaCO3

		5th percentile

		12.6

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Iron

		µg/L

		Geometric mean

		285

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Iron

		µg/L

		90th percentile

		800

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Manganese

		µg/L

		Geometric mean

		13.4

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		pH

		Standard units

		5th – 95th 

		6.4 – 7.5

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Orthophosphate, dissolved as P

		µg/L

		Geometric mean

		6

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Orthophosphate, dissolved as P

		µg/L

		90th Percentile

		11

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Phosphorus, total as P

		µg/L

		Geometric mean

		20

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Phosphorus, total as P

		µg/L

		90th Percentile

		49.1

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Temperature (June – Sep)

		°C

		95th Percentile

		25.5

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Temperature (October – May)

		°C

		95th Percentile 

		11.8

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Temperature (year-round)

		°C

		95th Percentile

		22.8

		USGS NWIS station 12415075



		Suspended Sediment (TSS)

		mg/L

		90th Percentile

		35.6

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Zinc

		µg/L

		Geometric mean

		1.90

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140



		Zinc

		µg/L

		90th percentile

		3.82

		USGS NWIS stations 12415135 and 12415140





[bookmark: _Toc45724642]Riparian Characteristics

Riparian areas in the general vicinity of the action area have been impacted by the conversion to pastureland, the presence of logging-related activities, and other development including seasonal and permanent homes, recreational vehicle camps, and recreation areas (e.g., picnic areas). Within the St. Joe Subbasin generally, unconverted riparian communities at lower elevations are dominated by cottonwood trees (Populus spp.) Lateral wetlands found in lower floodplains include rushes (Juncus spp.), sedge (Carex spp.) and cattail (Typha latifolia). Streambank soils are considered highly erodible in the absence of vegetation (IDEQ 2003). As noted in Section V.C.1 above, the section of the St. Joe River receiving the SMWWTP’s discharge is wider and deeper than waters above St. Joe City, ID due to the influence of the hydroelectric dam at Post Falls, ID. Near-stream vegetation losses and streambank erosion have resulted in increased solar loadings to the lower St. Joe River, especially outside of near-bank areas (IDEQ, 2011). Fine-textured soils in the lower river have also been impacted by boat wake (USDA, 2018).  Levees were constructed along the St. Joe River for flood control purposes between September 1941 and January 1942 (USACE, 2017).  These levees disrupt the natural hydrology (USDA, 2018).  See Figure 8.

[image: ]

[bookmark: _Ref45544018]Figure 8:  FEMA National Flood Hazard Layer FIR Mette

[bookmark: _Toc45724643]Sediment and Substrate

Stream beds and banks within the lower St. Joe River watershed are characterized by fine alluvial materials and deposits and fine-grained lacustrine deposits of ancient lakes (USDA, 2018). Sediment movement in the St. Joe River “occurs during bankfull or greater flows, which typically occur between November and June, or during the time of year when the Post Falls Hydroelectric Development (HED) does not control the Coeur d’Alene River’s elevation or flows (USDA, 2018).

[bookmark: _Toc45724644]Surface Water Monitoring Requirements

In general, surface water monitoring may be required for pollutants of concern to assess the assimilative capacity of the receiving water for the pollutant. In addition, surface water monitoring may be required for pollutants for which the water quality criteria are dependent and to collect data for TMDL development if the facility discharges to an impaired water body. Table 6 presents the proposed surface water monitoring requirements for the draft permit. Surface water monitoring results must be submitted with the DMR.

The draft permit for the City of St. Maries, which discharges to the St. Joe River very close to Outfall 001, proposes to require surface water monitoring for a number of parameters that will also be useful in reissuing this permit.[footnoteRef:3]  Since the City of St. Maries will be required to conduct surface water monitoring that can be used in reissuing this permit, EPA is proposing surface water quality monitoring requirements in the draft permit for the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex that complement the requirements in the City of St. Maries permit to obtain a more robust data set. [3:  https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/draft-npdes-permit-city-st-maries-wastewater-treatment-plant-idaho ] 


The draft permit proposes continuous surface monitoring for temperature from July 1st – September 30th; the City of St. Maries draft permit requires such monitoring from June 1st – 30th. 

EPA proposes to require surface water monitoring for aluminum and manganese.  Although some water quality data were available for these metals, which were used in the reasonable potential and effluent limit calculations, aluminum data were generally only available at the Red Ives Ranger Station NWIS station, which is a long distance upstream from the facility, and nearly all of the results for manganese were collected downstream from the facility.  

[bookmark: _Ref44402004]Table 6:  Surface Water Monitoring in Draft Permit

		[bookmark: _Hlk23173190]Parameter

		Units

		Frequency2

		Sample Locations

		Minimum Level3 (ML)



		Temperature (July 1 – September 30)

		°C

		Continuous

		Upstream

		+/- 0.2 °C



		Aluminum

		µg/L

		3/year

		Upstream

		10



		Manganese

		µg/L

		3/year

		Upstream

		0.5



		Footnotes: 

1. The sampling type is by grab sampling for all parameters listed in table, except for continuous temperature monitoring. 

2. 3/year sampling frequency is defined as December, February, and May of each year. 

3. The Minimum Level must be no greater than listed. 





[bookmark: _Toc45724645]Effects Analysis

This Section assesses the potential impact that effluent discharges from the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex (as authorized by the Permit) would have on ESA species within the action area. Effects Determinations are discussed in Section VI.C. below. ‘Effects of the action’ means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the listed species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or interdependent with that action, that will be added to the environmental baseline (50 CFR 402.02). Effects of the action that reduce the fitness of a listed species to meet its biological requirements may increase the likelihood that the EPA’s Proposed Action will result in adverse effect to that listed species or its designated critical habitat.

[bookmark: _Toc45724646]Potential Stressors

The character and concentration of the chemical constituents discharged along with the wastewater effluent under the Permit for the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex are evaluated as potential stressors. In general, discharge of effluent is known to affect water quality in the receiving water body. The degree to which water quality is diminished is directly related to the level of treatment and the baseline water quality.

[bookmark: _Toc45724647]Pollutants of Concern and Facility Effluent Characterization

Pollutants of concern are those that either have technology-based limits or may need water quality-based limits. EPA identifies pollutants of concern for the discharge based on those which:

· Have a technology-based limit

· Have an assigned wasteload allocation (WLA) from a TMDL

· Had an effluent limit in the previous permit (or a benchmark in the MSGP)

· Are present in the effluent monitoring. Monitoring data are reported in the application and DMR and any special studies

· Are expected to be in the discharge based on the nature of the discharge

Based on this analysis, pollutants of concern are as follows:

· Aluminum

· Ammonia

· Barium

· Boron

· Color

· Debris

· Iron

· Manganese

· Nitrogen (nitrate-nitrite, total Kjeldahl nitrogen)

· Oxygen-demanding pollutants (COD, BOD5)

· pH

· Phenolic compounds

· Phosphorus

· Temperature

· TSS

· Zinc

Monitoring is performed to determine compliance with effluent limitations established in NPDES permits, establish a basis for enforcement actions, assess treatment efficiency, characterize influent and effluent, and characterize receiving water. To characterize the effluent, the EPA evaluated the facility’s application form and discharge monitoring report (DMR) data. The effluent quality is summarized in Table 7 below.

[bookmark: _Ref45276097]Table 7:  Effluent Characterization

		Parameter

		Units

		Minimum

		Average

		Maximum

		Standard Deviation

		Count

		Source



		Aluminum, total

		µg/L

		570

		570

		570

		N/A

		1

		Application



		Ammonia, total as N

		mg/L

		0.06

		0.41

		1.2

		0.44

		6

		Application and individual permit DMR data



		Barium, total

		µg/L

		88

		88

		88

		N/A

		1

		Application



		Biochemical oxygen demand, 5-day

		mg/L

		6

		22

		48

		18

		6

		Application and individual permit DMR data



		Boron, total

		µg/L

		40

		40

		40

		N/A

		1

		Application



		Chemical oxygen demand

		mg/L

		62.8

		150

		299

		66

		10

		MSGP DMR Data



		Color

		Color units

		90

		90

		90

		N/A

		1

		Application



		Flow

		mgd

		0.0001

		0.1705

		1.1000

		0.1294

		276

		Individual permit DMR data



		Iron, total

		µg/L

		6660

		6660

		6660

		N/A

		1

		Application



		Manganese, total

		µg/L

		1820

		1820

		1820

		N/A

		1

		Application



		Oxygen, dissolved

		mg/L

		2.72

		8.98

		16.5

		6.83

		5

		Individual permit DMR data



		pH

		s.u.

		6.0

		N/A

		8.1

		N/A

		276

		Individual permit DMR data



		Phosphorus, total as P

		mg/L

		0.22

		0.52

		0.86

		0.26

		6

		Application and individual permit DMR data



		Solids, total suspended

		mg/L

		27

		78.2

		215

		57.5

		10

		MSGP DMR data



		Temperature (daily max.)

		°C

		3

		12.8

		27.9

		5.7

		274

		Individual permit DMR data



		Total phenols

		µg/L

		300

		300

		300

		N/A

		1

		Application



		Turbidity

		NTU

		21.6

		107

		364

		146

		5

		Individual permit DMR data



		Zinc, total

		µg/L

		27

		86

		172

		48

		10

		MSGP DMR data





[bookmark: _Toc45724648]Impacts of Pollutants on ESA Species

As discussed in Section 4.1.2.2 of this BE, the action is expected to have no effect on the North American wolverine given the unlikelihood of their occurrence within the action area. As such, the following section focuses exclusively on potential impacts of pollutants on bull trout that may occur within the action area and bull trout critical habitat.

[bookmark: _Toc45724649]5-Day Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD5) and Dissolved Oxygen (DO)

Effluent often contains organic materials that are ultimately broken down by instream microorganisms, which use oxygen in the process. BOD is a measure of the amount of oxygen these organisms use when breaking down such organics. Hence, there is a relationship between effluent BOD and dissolved oxygen (DO) in receiving waters, with higher BOD loads generally resulting in lower instream DO concentrations. However, DO in streams is dependent on a range of factors including water temperature, sediment quality, other oxygen consuming processes, DO reintroduction by aquatic plants, stream flow, and aeration. Oxygen levels are highest in the surface water portion of freshwater rivers. Atmospheric exchange occurs at the surface and sufficient light can penetrate surface waters to allow the oxygen-releasing processes of photosynthesis to occur (John C Davis, 1975). In the euphotic zone, photosynthesis may exceed respiration and there is a net production of oxygen; below the euphotic zone, a net consumption of oxygen occurs (J. C. Davis, 1975; Randall & Smith, 1967). 

Oxygen is essential for the respiration of most freshwater organisms. Reduced oxygen levels have been shown to cause lethal and sublethal effects (physiological and behavioral) in a variety of organisms, especially in fish. Physiological studies indicate that reduced DO levels restrict the ability of fish to maximize metabolic processes (Birtwell, 1989). Consequently, the growth rates of fish are affected by reduced DO levels; reductions in the growth rate of salmon have been recorded at levels as high as 7 mg/L (USEPA, 1986a). Sockeye salmon showed signs of elevated blood and buccal pressure and an increased breathing rate at concentrations below 5.07 mg/L (Randall & Smith, 1967). Mortality occurs when salmonids are exposed to DO concentrations below 3.0 mg/L for 3.5 days or more (USEPA, 1986a).

For the following reasons, the EPA concludes that the discharge of BOD5 is NOT likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat in the action area:

· Few trout are expected to occur in the action area and bull trout that are present would only be present briefly as they migrate through the area.

· Monitoring data reveals that water quality standards for DO in the St. Joe River are consistently met or exceeded. 

· Over 40 years of combined receiving water monitoring data for dissolved oxygen shows a 5th percentile (critical low) concentration value of 9.1 mg/L, well above levels at which mortality occurs, and generally consistent with salmonid species fitness.

· The effluent loading of oxygen demanding pollution is small, thus, discharge does not cause or contribute to a violation of dissolved oxygen criteria in the receiving water. 

· Literature indicates that salmonids actively avoid waters with low dissolved oxygen (Hicks, 2002). Therefore, it is likely that migrating bull trout can avoid any short-term DO depressions with the plume resulting from the discharge.

· Any potential effects resulting from the discharge of BOD5 are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant.  

[bookmark: _Toc45724650]Total Suspended Solids (TSS), Sediment and Turbidity

TSS, suspended sediment and turbidity provide different measurements of suspended particles in water, however, information on suspended sediment and turbidity addresses the same general effects to fish species. Movement of TSS into streams and estuaries is a natural process occurring through surface and streambank erosion. Ephemeral high concentrations of suspended sediments that occur during storms and snowmelt runoff may have short term effects on biota such as behavior response (e.g. avoidance). But, prolonged exposure to high concentrations of suspended solids may harm fish, shellfish, and other aquatic organisms by causing abrasive injuries and by clogging the gills and respiratory passages of various aquatic fauna. Indirectly, suspended solids can screen out light and can promote and maintain the development of noxious conditions through oxygen depletion. Settling of suspended sediment can reduce quality and availability of substrate habitat. 

In freshwater, avoidance of turbid water and disruption of feeding and territorial behavior (in the range of 60 – 70 NTU) has been documented for juvenile salmonids. Newly emerged fry appear to be more susceptible to even moderate turbidities than are older fish. Juvenile salmonids tend to avoid streams that are chronically turbid, such as glacial streams or those disturbed by human activities (Bjornn & Reiser, 1991). 

Although the mechanism for effects of suspended sediment is well understood, there is a wide diversity of response to specific concentrations of TSS. Newcombe and Jensen (1996) provided a synthesis for evaluating risk and impacts based on an extensive literature review. Four categories of effects resulting from exposure to TSS were recognized in fish: lethal, paralethal, sublethal, and behavioral. These four effect categories are defined as follows: lethal effects are those that result in mortality; paralethal effects are those that reduce the population in time such as reduced growth rate; sublethal effects are reduced feeding rate or feeding success and physiological stress; and behavioral effects are avoidance, alarm, or movement from cover. Vulnerability to TSS effects varies with life history phase, juvenile and larval salmonids are more susceptible to TSS than adults. Pre-emergent larvae and eggs are considered the most susceptible, resulting in reduced survival and hatching.

Section 19(2)(b) of the CDT WQS includes the following EPA-approved numeric criterion for total suspended solids, for agricultural water supply uses:  The concentration of total suspended solids is not to exceed an arithmetic mean of 75 mg/L during periods when the surface water is used an agricultural water supply, based on a minimum of three samples.

The CDT WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for TSS for other beneficial uses.  EPA-approved sediment TMDLs for Idaho rivers that have been established to protect aquatic life uses generally have lower TSS concentration targets with shorter averaging periods relative to the 75 mg/L arithmetic mean criterion for agricultural water supply uses.  For example, the Potlatch River Subbasin Assessment and TMDLs establishes a monthly average TSS target of 50 mg/L and a maximum daily target of 80 mg/L (IDEQ, 2008).

EPA proposes to implement the agricultural water supply criterion for TSS without a mixing zone, as an average monthly limit set equal to the arithmetic mean criterion of 75 mg/L.  The proposed maximum daily limit of 165 mg/L is based on the average monthly limit and observed effluent variability, as described in Table 5-3 of the TSD (USEPA, 1991).  Although these limits are based on the criterion for agricultural water supply, EPA believes these limits will ensure protection of more sensitive beneficial uses such as aquatic life after mixing.  A discharge at the proposed maximum daily limit of 165 mg/L TSS will result in TSS concentrations of 42 and 39 mg/L at the edges of the acute and chronic mixing zones.  

In addition to TSS, the CDT WQS also establish criteria for turbidity. However, EPA partially disapproved the numeric turbidity criteria in Provisions 19(1)(a) and 19(4)(a)(iv) of the CDT WQS (i.e., not in effect for CWA purposes). In addition to the disapproved numeric criteria, Section 5(5) of the CDT WQS establishes a narrative criterion for turbidity: “Turbidity shall not be at a level to impair designated uses or aquatic biota.”  As explained above, EPA has proposed water quality-based effluent limits for TSS.  EPA believes the TSS limits will ensure compliance with the Tribe’s narrative criterion for turbidity.

For the following reasons, the EPA concludes that the discharge of TSS is NOT likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat in the action area:

· Few trout are expected to occur in the action area and bull trout that are present would only be present briefly as they migrate through the area.

· Water quality-based limits have been included in the Permit that will effectively control TSS in the effluent; and ensure that narrative CDT WQS for turbidity are met. 

· Any potential effects resulting from the discharge of TSS are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant.  

[bookmark: _Toc45724651]Aluminum

There is only one effluent sample available for aluminum (reported on the application), which was 570 µg/L.  This means the effluent concentration of aluminum is uncertain, and this uncertainty is represented in the reasonable potential analysis as a large reasonable potential multiplying factor of 13.2 (see USEPA (1991) at Table 3-1).  If more effluent data were available for aluminum, the reasonable potential multiplying factor would be smaller, and this may result in a finding that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above water quality standards for aluminum.  The upstream concentration of aluminum is uncertain as well.  Because of the uncertainty in the effluent and upstream concentrations of aluminum, EPA has proposed effluent and surface water monitoring requirements for aluminum in the draft permit.  The draft permit for the nearby City of St. Maries wastewater treatment plant proposes surface water monitoring requirements for pH, DOC, and hardness.

EPA published revised 304(a) aquatic life criteria for aluminum in freshwater in December 2018.[footnoteRef:4]  The aluminium 304(a) criteria use Multiple Linear Regression (MLR) models to normalize the toxicity data upon which each criteria value calculation is based.  The toxicity data and therefore the criteria values are calculated based on a site’s pH, total hardness, and dissolved organic carbon (DOC).   [4:  https://www.epa.gov/wqc/aquatic-life-criteria-aluminum ] 


Two DOC results are available from NWIS station 12415140 (St. Joe River Near Chatcolet, ID), which is downstream from the facility.  These samples were also analyzed for pH and hardness.  EPA used the aluminum criteria calculator to calculate the values of the acute and chronic water quality criteria based on these two contemporaneous sets of DOC, hardness and pH data.   The results are shown in Table 8.

[bookmark: _Ref45190530]Table 8:  Aluminum Criteria Calculator Results

		Date

		DOC (mg/L)

		Hardness (mg/L as CaCO3)

		pH

		Acute aluminum criterion (µg/L)

		Chronic aluminum criterion (µg/L)



		7/18/2005

		1.05

		25.6

		7.1

		720

		350



		8/25/2005

		1.52

		29.7

		6.8

		630

		280





Although there were only two DOC results available for the receiving water, there were 100 contemporaneous sets of pH and hardness data available at USGS stations 12415135 and 12415140.  EPA calculated the values of the aluminum criteria for each pair of contemporaneous pH and hardness values, using the lower of the two DOC concentrations measured (1.05 mg/L) for use in the reasonable potential analysis in the fact sheet.  EPA also used the vertebrate MLR equation to calculate LC50 and EC20 values for the genus Salvelinus for each paired water chemistry sample within this data set. Each of these LC50 and EC20 values were divided by Taxonomic Adjustment Factors (TAFs) (1.967 or 1.696, respectively) to estimate the LC05 and EC05 values used in the effects analysis described below. TAFs were calculated from by dividing high effects concentrations (LC50 or EC20) by low effects concentrations (LC05 or EC05) that were obtained from concentration-response (C-R) curves from toxicological studies conducted in surrogate fish species. Further methods information can be found in USEPA (2020a).

To evaluate the effects of the discharge of aluminum upon bull trout, EPA obtained river flow data concurrent with 92 of the 100 pH and hardness measurements (concurrent flow data was not available for the other 8 pH and hardness measurements).  EPA then calculated dilution factors based on the daily river flows using mixing zone sizes of 20% and 25% of the daily river flows.  Using these daily dilution factors, EPA calculated a mixed aluminum concentration for each of the 92 days with flow, pH, and hardness data, and compared these mixed aluminum concentrations to the corresponding aluminum water quality criteria and the EC05 values for Salvelinus species.  The effluent flow was held constant at the maximum reported flow of 1.1 mgd (1.70 CFS) and the effluent aluminum concentration was held constant at the maximum projected concentration of 7,524 µg/L, (i.e., the measured effluent concentration of 570 µg/L multiplied by the reasonable potential multiplying factor of 13.2). None of the mixed aluminum concentrations exceeded the corresponding acute or chronic water quality criteria or the Salvelinus LC05 or EC05 values.  Since the concentration of aluminum, after mixing, will consistently be below the water quality criteria and the LC05 and EC05 for Salvelinus species, EPA has determined that the discharge of aluminum is not likely to adversely affect bull trout.

[bookmark: _Toc45724652]Ammonia

Ammonia occurs naturally in water at low concentrations in equilibrium with other inorganic nitrogen compounds. Ammonia is highly soluble in water and its speciation is affected by a wide variety of environmental parameters including pH, temperature, and ionic strength. In aqueous solutions, an equilibrium exists between un-ionized (NH3) and ionized (NH4 +) ammonia species, with unionized ammonia generally being the most toxic form in the aquatic environment. Direct toxic effects from ammonia in water include death and reduced growth and reproductive success. Indirect effects include overall impacts on the ecosystem, such as acidification (Constable et al., 2003).

Concentrations of ammonia acutely toxic to fishes may cause loss of equilibrium, hyper-excitability, increased breathing, cardiac output and oxygen uptake, and, in very high concentrations, convulsions, coma, and death. At lower concentrations ammonia may contribute to a reduction in hatching success and growth rate, morphological development, and pathologic changes in tissues of gills, livers, and kidneys (USEPA, 1999a). Factors that have been shown to affect ammonia toxicity include dissolved oxygen concentration, temperature, pH, previous acclimation to ammonia, fluctuating or intermittent exposures, carbon dioxide concentration, salinity, and the presence of other toxicants (USEPA, 1999a). Invertebrates are generally more tolerant than fishes to the acute and toxic effects of ammonia (USEPA, 1986b). 

Fish are adept at sensing and avoiding very low concentrations of ammonia. It has been demonstrated that rainbow and cutthroat trout can withstand short-term, acutely-toxic ammonia concentrations without suffering any obvious long-term effects so long as fish are able to subsequently recuperate in sub-toxic concentrations, and that such exposure to acutely toxic pulses acclimatizes fish such that future exposure(s) may be more readily withstood (Thurston, Russo, & Vinogradov, 1981). A study by Brinkman, Woodling, Vajda, and Norris (2009) concluded that hatch rates and survival of rainbow trout fry were not affected by ammonia exposure. However, ammonia-nitrogen concentrations of 16.8 mg/L significantly affected the survival, growth, and biomass of swim-up fry. Exposure to concentrations of 7.44 mg/L or less had no effect, and fish exposed to such concentrations generally recovered, showing no long-term gill damage. 

When applying a 25 percent mixing zone for ammonia using the 30B3 (chronic) and 1Q10 (acute) low flows, the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex does not have a reasonable potential to contribute to violations of water quality standards in the receiving water beyond the edge of the chronic mixing zone, and an effluent limit was not included in the Permit. Predicted maximum concentrations at the edge of the mixing zone are 256 and 95 µg/L for acute and chronic compared to calculated pH- and temperature-dependent water quality standards of 13,283 (acute) and 2,559 µg/L (chronic).

For the following reasons, the EPA concludes that the discharge of ammonia is NOT likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat in the action area:

· Few trout are expected to occur in the action area. 

· Migrating trout are not expected to remain in the discharge plume for long periods of time.

· USGS data show low ambient concentrations of ammonia (Table 5).

· Any potential effects resulting from the discharge of ammonia are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant.  

[bookmark: _Toc45724653]Barium

EPA has not published recommended aquatic life water quality criteria for barium, although it has published a recommended human health criterion for the consumption of water and organisms, which is 1000 µg/L (USEPA, 1986b).  EPA found that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above this recommended criterion, thus no effluent limits are proposed for barium.

EPA Region 4 has established ecological screening values (ESVs) for barium in freshwater.  ESVs are based on chemical concentrations associated with a low probability of unacceptable risks to ecological receptors (USEPA, 2018).  The Region 4 ESVs a chronic value of 220 µg/L and an acute value of 2,000 µg/L.

EPA also searched the ECOTOX database (https://cfpub.epa.gov/ecotox/) for relevant toxicity data for the barium chemical group.  The lowest effect concentration was 1,000 µg/L, which was the LC50 for Hyalella azteca reported by Borgmann, Couillard, Doyle, and Dixon (2005) and the concentration for observed stress (with no endpoint specified) for the snail Biomphalaria glabrata reported by Harry and Aldrich (1963).

The effluent barium concentration reported on the application was 88 µg/L.  Since this is lower than the EPA Region 4 ESVs and documented effects concentrations for aquatic organisms, the discharge of barium is not likely to adversely affect bull trout.

[bookmark: _Toc45724654]Boron

EPA has not published recommended aquatic life water quality criteria for boron, although it has published a recommended criterion for irrigation of sensitive crops, which is 750 µg/L (USEPA, 1986b).  EPA found that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above this recommended criterion for irrigation of sensitive crops, thus no effluent limits are proposed for boron.

The Region 4 ESVs for boron are a chronic value of 7,200 µg/L and an acute value of 34,000 µg/L (USEPA, 2018).

EPA searched the ECOTOX database (https://cfpub.epa.gov/ecotox/) for relevant toxicity data for boron.  The lowest relevant effect concentration was 100 µg/L, which was the lowest observed effect concentration (LOEC) for rainbow trout mortality reported by Black, Barnum, and Birge (1993).

Eisler (1990) reports that concentrations of boron that are nonhazardous to aquatic organisms range from 1,000 - 5,000 µg/L, which is consistent with the ECOTOX data.  Wesley J. Birge, Black., and Black (1977) reported LC01 concentrations for embryos of channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus) and goldfish (Carassius auratus) of 200 µg/L, while the LC01 for rainbow trout embryos ranged from 1 µg/L to 100 µg/L, depending on the hardness of the water and the form of boron used.  However, the St. Joe River near the point of discharge is not designated for salmonid spawning and is not suitable for this use.  Thus, salmonid eggs would not be exposed to the effluent.   

The effluent boron concentration reported on the application was 40 µg/L.  Since this is lower than the EPA Region 4 ESVs and documented effects concentrations for aquatic organisms (except for rainbow trout embryos, which would not be exposed to the effluent), the discharge of boron is not likely to adversely affect bull trout.

[bookmark: _Toc45724655]Debris

The draft permit prohibits the discharge of debris, which is defined as “bark, twigs, branches, heartwood or sapwood that will not pass through a 2.54 cm (1.0 in) diameter round opening.”  Since the permit does not authorize discharge of this material, there will be no effect upon bull trout from this pollutant.

[bookmark: _Toc45724656]Iron

Iron at PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex

The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for iron.  The EPA has interpreted the Tribe’s narrative criterion for toxic substances using the EPA’s recommended chronic criterion of 1,000 µg/L iron.  EPA has determined that the discharge from Outfall 001 has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above the 304(a) criterion for iron.  Even though there is only one effluent sample for iron, and this results in a large reasonable potential multiplying factor of 13.2 (see the TSD at Table 3-1), the measured effluent concentration of iron is high enough that additional effluent samples (which would result in a smaller reasonable potential multiplying factor) are not likely to change the outcome of the reasonable potential analysis. The draft permit therefore proposes water quality-based effluent limits for iron, for Outfall 001, which ensure compliance with the recommended chronic criterion at the edge of the chronic mixing zone.

Water-column exposure toxicity data - chronic criterion for iron in freshwater 

Iron can exist in two valence states in freshwater.  The most studied valence state is ferrous or divalent iron (Fe+2), which is water soluble at any pH and can be released from sediment to surface water under anaerobic conditions.  Water solubility of ferrous iron can exceed 100,000 µg/L under circumneutral pH conditions. 

Toxicity of ferric or trivalent iron (Fe+3) is less well studied, due to its negligible water solubility.  At pH > 3.5 ferric iron precipitates out of solution, forming a flocculant or solid material commonly known as yellowboy.  At pH > 5, the water solubility of ferric iron is approximately 10 µg/L.  Above 10 µg/L the ferric iron is present only in a suspension or complexed form (Hem & Cropper, 1962).  Yellowboy can elicit toxicity in aquatic species by coating or covering gills or respiratory surfaces, causing suffocation.  However, this toxicity is a physical toxicity, not a chemical toxicity, and will not be discussed further in this BE.   

The original iron criterion (USEPA, 1976), unlike most EPA metals criteria, is expressed in terms of total recoverable iron.  Nearly all other EPA aquatic life criteria for metals are expressed in terms of the dissolved metal.   

None of the action area listed species in freshwater had empirical iron chronic toxicity data available at the time of publication of the USEPA (1976) iron criteria.  The USEPA (1976) chronic iron criterion was based on a limited data set which included several field surveys describing the presence or absence of fish at various iron concentrations.  USEPA (1976) did not refer to any of several chronic toxicity studies performed by Sykora and co-workers (E. J. Smith & Sykora, 1976; J. Sykora, Smith, Synak, & Shapiro, 1975; J. L. Sykora, Smith, & Synak, 1972; Updegraff & Sykora, 1976) mostly with brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), a salmonid in the same genus as bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), but also several studies with coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch).   

A close reading of J. L. Sykora et al. (1972) indicates that Figure 5 of the paper combined with information in the text of the study contains sufficient information to qualitatively estimate a 35-day (5-week) NOEC for growth of brook trout.  This 5-week growth NOEC is approximately 12,000 µg/L total iron, the nominal exposure concentration for one of the four exposure concentrations studied.  The mean iron concentration in the nominal 12,000 µg/L exposure during this 35-week long study was 13,420 µg/L, ranging between 7700 – 19,000 µg/L.  Brook trout growth in the nominal 6000 µg/L iron concentration (mean = 7800 µg/L) for the entire 35-week duration of the study was not significantly different from growth in controls 

Additional chronic toxicity data for iron published since 1976 

Brenner and Cooper (1978) studied the effects of iron hydroxide on coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) in a 90-day exposure, starting with fertilized eggs and continuing to the alevin stage.  No effect on the hatchability, embryonic development, survival and maturation of coho salmon exposed to 3000 µg/L iron was observed at the end of the 90-day exposure.  Unfortunately, Brenner and Cooper (1978) only exposed fish to the one concentration of 3000 µg/L, making the study unusable in aquatic life criteria development (a minimum of three exposure concentrations plus a control are required for a study to be considered for criteria development).   

The EPA ECOTOX database (https://cfpub.epa.gov/ecotox/) provides limited information about a development study with rainbow trout performed by Amelung (1982).  ECOTOX provides insufficient information about the Amelung (1982)study to determine if it meets quality assurance requirements for inclusion in this effects assessment, specifically with respect to the actual toxicological endpoint measured, whether the effect is a LOEC, NOEC or an ECx value, the number of exposure concentrations tested and the duration of exposure.  The Amelung (1982) study is in an obscure journal (Archiv für Fischereiwissenschaft), and the study could not be obtained by EPA Region 10.  However, since this appears to be the only available chronic toxicity study showing iron effects on a listed species within the action area, it is worthwhile to mention the reported effect concentration on trout development of 5700 µg/L, higher than the 1000 µg/L iron chronic criterion concentration. 

Cadmus, Brinkman, and May (2018) performed 30-day chronic growth toxicity studies on two members of the family Salmonidae, although neither is a listed species within the action area.  The 30-day growth EC20 concentrations were >5146 µg/L and 1318 µg/L for brown trout (Salmo trutta) and mountain whitefish (Prosopium williamsoni), respectively.  As all data quality requirements for aquatic life criteria derivation appear to have been met in Cadmus et al. (2018), the 30-day growth EC20 concentration for mountain whitefish will be assumed to be the lowest chronic minimum effect threshold concentration for all listed salmonid species in the freshwater portions of the action area.  

In recent years as discussed in the BE methodology, the use of chronic EC20 concentrations has increasingly replaced and is preferred over the use of NOECs, NOELs and MATCs as the reported chronic no effect concentration. This is because of both statistical and biological concerns with NOECs, NOELs and MATCs.  In particular, statistical no effect or insignificance, as implied in a NOEC or NOEL does not guarantee ecological, biological, or ecotoxicological insignificance.  

Acute-chronic ratio for iron 

Because an empirical 30-day chronic growth toxicity study exists for a fish species in the same family (Salmonidae) that contains all of the listed species in the action area, the minimum chronic effect threshold concentration for listed species is estimated by assuming the lowest empirically measured minimum chronic effect threshold concentration is as low or lower than any minimum chronic effect threshold concentration for any salmonid species.  Using this assumption, use of an acute-chronic ratio (ACR) to convert an iron 4-day LC50 to a chronic NOEC is not needed to complete the effects assessment for the chronic iron criterion 

Effects assessment of chronic iron criterion on listed species 

The lowest chronic minimum effect threshold concentration for any salmonid species is 1,318 µg/L, the mountain whitefish 30-day EC20 for growth.  This value is higher than the iron chronic criterion of 1000 µg/L.  Assuming that the minimum chronic effect concentration for bull trout is greater than or equal to 1,318 µg/L, EPA determines that the effluent limits in the draft permit, which will ensure compliance with the iron chronic criterion of 1,000 µg/L at the edge of the chronic mixing zone, are not likely to adversely affect bull trout. 

[bookmark: _Toc45724657]Manganese

EPA has not published recommended aquatic life water quality criteria for manganese, although it has published recommended human health criteria.  There is only one effluent sample available for manganese (reported on the application).  This means the effluent concentration of manganese is uncertain, and this uncertainty is represented in the reasonable potential analysis for human health criteria as a large reasonable potential multiplying factor of 2.49.  If more effluent data were available for manganese, the reasonable potential multiplying factor would be smaller, and this may result in a finding that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above water quality standards for manganese.  Most of the available data for manganese in the receiving water were collected downstream of the discharge.  Because of the uncertainty in the effluent and upstream concentrations of manganese, EPA has proposed effluent monitoring and surface water requirements for manganese in the draft permit.  No effluent limits are proposed for manganese.

The Region 4 ESVs for manganese are a chronic value of 93 µg/L and an acute value of 1,680 µg/L (USEPA, 2018).

EPA searched the ECOTOX database (https://cfpub.epa.gov/ecotox/) for relevant toxicity data for the manganese chemical group.  The lowest concentration of manganese causing an effect with a specified endpoint upon the mortality, reproduction, growth, or behavior of a freshwater organism was 150 µg/L, which was the LC50 for Harpacticoid Copepod (Canthocamptus sp.) larvae as reported by Rama Rao and Nath (1983).  The lowest concentration of manganese causing an effect with a specified endpoint upon the mortality, reproduction, growth, or behavior of a freshwater fish was an LC01 for rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) eggs of 388 µg/L, reported by Wesley J Birge, Black, and Ramey (1981).  However, since salmonid spawning does not occur in the action area, salmonid eggs would not be exposed to the effluent.

A discharge of manganese at 24,018 µg/L, which is the concentration reported on the permit application (1,820 µg/L) multiplied by the reasonable potential multiplying factor of (13.2), would result in 1,267 µg/L at the edge of the acute mixing zone and 645 µg/L at the edge of the chronic mixing zone.  The concentration at the edge of the acute mixing zone is below the acute ESV, but the concentration at the edge of the chronic mixing zone is higher than the chronic ESV.  However, these relatively high concentrations are due in part to the large reasonable potential multiplying factor.  At the measured effluent concentration, the concentrations at the edges of the chronic and acute mixing zones are 74 µg/L and 121 µg/L, respectively, which are below the respective ESVs.

Since a discharge of manganese at the measured effluent concentration would result in concentrations lower than the EPA Region 4 ESVs and concentrations known to affect aquatic organisms (including salmonid eggs) at the edges of the mixing zones, the discharge of manganese is not likely to adversely affect bull trout.

[bookmark: _Toc45724658]Nutrients

Eutrophication of freshwater systems resulting from excessive nutrient inputs profoundly impacts many aquatic ecosystems. Common nutrient sources include agriculture, aquaculture, stormwater, wastewater, and home/lawn/landscape fertilizers. In freshwater systems, phosphorus is a limiting nutrient, and excessive phosphrous enrichment is a primary causal agent of algal proliferation in these systems. While nutrient enrichment influences eutrophication, other influences include hydrodynamics, temperature, CO2, and microbes (Yang, Wu, Hao, & He, 2008).

Impacts to habitat and species include: the loss of species presence, composition, and diversity due to algal influences on river substrates; depressed dissolved oxygen levels resulting from decomposition of oxygen-depleting algae and excessive aquatic vegetation; food web disruption (e.g., new predators), turbidity and reduced sunlight associated with algae and vegetation; health effects associated with toxic algal blooms; and clogged fish gills (Biggs, 2000; V. H. Smith & Schindler, 2009; USEPA, 2020b). 

The CDT WQS do not establish numeric nutrient criteria for the receiving water. Section 5(4) of the CDT WQS includes narrative criteria: “nutrients or other substances from anthropogenic causes shall not be present in concentrations which will produce objectionable algal densities or nuisance aquatic vegetation, result in a dominance of nuisance species, or otherwise cause nuisance conditions.”

[bookmark: _Hlk45269556]Reasonable potential was not found when evaluating Total P and N against the narrative criteria. The draft permit proposes Total P and orthophosphate monitoring in the effluent. In-stream Total P and orthophosphate data were also available. The 90th percentile Total P level measured in the receiving water downstream from the facility was 49 µg/L and the geometric mean concentration was 20 µg/L (Table 5). The 90th percentile concentration is below EPA’s recommendation for preventing biological nuisances and to control accelerated or cultural eutrophication in streams flowing to lakes and reservoirs, which is 50 µg/L (USEPA, 1986b). 

Phosphorus is generally the limiting nutrient (i.e., the nutrient that controls primary productivity) in freshwaters, and particularly in lakes and reservoirs. No effluent limits are proposed for nitrogen, including ammonia.

The draft permit requires the facility to monitor the effluent for total phosphorus, orthophosphate, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, nitrate-nitrite, and ammonia (as nitrogen) given the Lake Management Plan’s stated goal of limiting basin-wide nutrient inputs that impair lake water quality conditions (IDEQ&CdAT, 2009). These monitoring requirements will be used to assess if limits may be required in future permitting actions.

For the following reasons, the EPA concludes that phosphorus and nitrogen in the effluent is NOT likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat in the action area:

· Observed receiving water and effluent phosphorus levels are not consistent with excessive plant and algae growth.

· Phosphorus release from sediments and algal blooms are encouraged by elevated temperatures, with algal blooms occurring between 23 – 28 °C (Yang et al., 2008).

· Critical dissolved oxygen levels in the receiving water (5th percentile value of 9.1 mg/L) are not indicative of persistent oxygen-depleting eutrophic agents.

· Any potential effects resulting from the discharge of nutrients are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant.  

[bookmark: _Toc45724659]pH

Sections 19(1), (2), and (4) of the CDT WQS establish pH criteria for three use classifications: Domestic Water Supply; Agricultural Water Supply; and Bull Trout and Cutthroat Trout. pH must be maintained within the range of 6.5 to 8.5, with a human caused variation within this range of less than 0.5 units over any 24-hour period.

No mixing zones are authorized for pH, and the draft permit establishes pH effluent limits of 6.5 – 8.5 standard units.  

On May 9, 2014, USFWS provided concurrence on EPA’s not likely to adversely affect determination for EPA approval of the Tribe’s criteria for pH (Ref No. 01EIFW00-2014-1-0110).  Because the draft permit implements the Tribe’s pH criteria at the end-of-pipe, the pH of the discharge is not likely to adversely affect bull trout.

[bookmark: _Toc45724660]Phenolic Compounds

The permit application states that phenolic compounds from wood and bark may be present in the discharge.  The permit application also reported a result (from a single analysis) of 0.3 mg/L (300 µg/L) total phenols.  The permittee used EPA method 420.1 for the analysis of total phenols.  It is not possible to differentiate between different kinds of phenols using this method; however, it does provide an upper bound for the concentration of any given phenolic compound.   EPA has promulgated recommended aquatic life criteria for nonylphenol and pentachlorophenol.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  https://www.epa.gov/wqc/national-recommended-water-quality-criteria-aquatic-life-criteria-table ] 


A study of stormwater quality of a log storage and handling facility in Louisiana found that concentrations of 4-chloro-3-methylphenol; 2-chlorophenol; 2,4-dichlorophenol; 2,4-dimethylphenol; 2,4-dinitrophenol; 2-methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol; 2-nitrophenol; 4-nitrophenol; pentachlorophenol; phenol; and 2,4,6 trichlorophenol were below detection limits, which ranged from 10 - 50 µg/L (deHoop et al., 1998).  Nonylphenol was not analyzed.

For the following reasons, the EPA concludes that phenolic compounds in the effluent are NOT likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat in the action area:

· Few trout are expected to occur in the action area. 

· Migrating trout are not expected to remain in the discharge plume for long periods of time.

· Concentrations of priority pollutant phenolic compounds in runoff from log storage are less than 10 - 50 µg/L (deHoop et al., 1998). 

· Any potential effects resulting from the discharge of phenolic compounds are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant.  

[bookmark: _Toc45724661]Temperature

Water temperature is one of the most important physical factors affecting freshwater organisms. Metabolic rate and the reproductive activities of aquatic life are controlled by water temperature. Metabolic activity increases with a rise in temperature, thus increasing a fish’s demand for oxygen; however; an increase in stream temperature also causes a decrease in DO, limiting the amount of oxygen available to these aquatic organisms. With a limited amount of DO available, the fish in this system will become stressed. A rise in temperature can also provide conditions for the growth of disease-causing organisms. Chemical equilibrium constants, solubility, and the rates of chemical reactions are temperature dependent (Whitehouse, 1984). Water temperature for streams varies with season, elevation, geographic location, and climatic conditions and is influenced by stream flow, streamside vegetation, groundwater inputs, and water effluent from industrial activities.

Most freshwater organisms are poikilotherms (i.e., cannot regulate their internal temperatures). As a result, biological processes, such as photosynthetic and respiration rates, spawning, uptake of toxic substances, and behavioral patterns, are all responsive to changes in temperature (Aiken & Waddy, 1990; Houston, 1982; Strickland, 1965). Because water temperature is important to biological process and the freshwater environment is variable with respect to temperature, organisms must be responsive to this variability. Many freshwater organisms can adjust to alterations in ambient water temperatures through a variety of biological responses. This ability to acclimate, can include behavioral, morphological, physiological, or biochemical responses. The length, frequency, and severity of exposure to temperature extremes, as well as thermal history, are important determinants of an individual organism’s response to temperature changes and ability to acclimate (Fry, 1971; Somero & Hochachka, 1971; Thompson & Newell, 1985).

Water temperature affects the distribution, health, and survival of native salmonids and other aquatic organisms by influencing their physiology and behavior. Temperature-dependent life stages for salmonids include spawning, egg incubation, emergence, rearing, smoltification, migration, and pre-spawn holding. Small increases in temperatures (e.g., 2-3°C) above biologically optimal ranges can begin to reduce salmonid fitness in some of these life stages (Poole et al., 2001). 

Bull trout have been recorded in a wide range of water temperatures (0 – 30 °C in literature), but seemingly seek the colder/coldest water habitats available. Further, while bull trout appear able to tolerate elevated temperatures in the short-term, prolonged exposure to elevated temperatures may result in sublethal and lethal impacts. Bonneau and Scarnecchia (1996) found that in one sub-confluence pool in an Idaho creek with a sharp thermal gradient (8 -15 °C), juvenile bull trout invariably sought the coldest overnight temperatures available (8 - 9 °C), seemingly prioritizing cold water over other habitat characteristics (e.g., water velocity, clarity). In an effort to generalize bull trout temperature preferences across known distributions in the Pacific Northwest, Bruce E Rieman, Chandler, and Martin (1999) found that bull trout appear more abundant at summer mean temperatures of 6 – 9 °C, and no more than 13 - 14 °C. Bull trout densities observed in Gamett (2002) suggest that the optimal thermal range for bull trout is 7 – 8 °C.

Using a 60-day acclimated chronic exposure method to identify lethal limits and optimal growth scenarios for juvenile bull trout, Selong, McMahon, Zale, and Barrows (2001) found the following: no more than 2 percent lethality occurred after 60 days at 8 – 18 °C while 100 percent mortality occurred at after 60 days at 22 - 28 °C; 20.9 °C was the predicted upper incipient lethal limit; peak growth occurred at 13 °C; and Feeding decreased above 16 °C, ceased at 22 °C, and feed efficiency declined at 20 °C. The authors further found that lethality occurred sooner as temperature increased, with 100 percent mortality reached after 24 hours at 26 °C, 10 days at 24 °C, and 38 days at 22 °C.

In addition to the sublethal impacts noted above, Selong et al. (2001) also report elevated temperatures resulting in reduced competitive ability and disease tolerance in bull trout. Elevated temperatures may additionally result in impacts to migration success-, territoriality-, and aggressiveness-related life processes (USEPA, 1999b).

Section 19(4)(iii) of the CDT WQS establishes seasonal (Jun.1 – Sept. 30) temperature standards to protect the Bull Trout and Cutthroat Trout use classification. There are no CDT WQS in effect for Clean Water Act purposes between Oct. 1 and May 31.

There are no CDT WQS in effect for temperature for Clean Water Act purposes between October 1st and May 31st. Thus, the WQS at IDAPA 58.01.02.250.02.b were used as a reference to evaluate reasonable potential for October 1st – May 31st.  The Idaho Water Quality Standards designate the St. Joe River, from the St. Maries River to its mouth, for cold water aquatic life.  The applicable Idaho water quality standard for waters so designated is: “Water temperatures of twenty-two (22) degrees C or less with a maximum daily average of no greater than nineteen (19) degrees C.”  EPA has determined that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above the Idaho water quality criteria for temperature, from October – May. During this season, the maximum projected temperature at the edge of the mixing zone is 12.1 °C.

Section 19(4)(iii) of the CDT WQS establishes: “From June 1, through September 30, the 7-day average of the daily maximum temperatures within the hypolimnion is not to exceed 16 °C. In thermally stratified TAS waters the hypolimnetic temperature shall be determined by natural conditions as defined in Section 19(4), (a), (ii), (A) and pursuant to Section 4 of these standards. In TAS waters greater than 15 meters this standard applies to the bottom 80 percent of the lake water column present below the metalimnion. In TAS waters less than 15 meters and greater than 8 meters this standard applies to only the bottom 50 percent of the water column present below the metalimnion. TAS waters exhibiting total water column depths less than 8 meters are not expected to maintain a stable stratified condition and are therefore exempt from this standard.”

Outfall 001 discharges on the left bank of the St. Joe River.  Near the outfall location, the river is shallower than 8 meters (26 feet) for most of its width, and the portion of the river cross section which is deeper than 8 meters is closer to the right bank.  The discharge from Outfall 001 will be warmer than the ambient water and therefore buoyant, and, since it is a side bank discharge, it is likely to attach to the left bank (this behavior is visible in Figure 2).  As such, the discharge from Outfall 001 is unlikely to affect temperatures in the deeper portion of the St. Joe River where stratification may develop.  Thus, the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above water quality standards for temperature from June 1st through September 30th.

For the following reasons, the EPA concludes that temperature in the effluent is NOT likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat in the action area:

· Few trout are expected to occur in the action area.

· The Permit includes continuous receiving water and effluent temperature monitoring in the month of June to inform future permitting actions. 

· Literature has shown that bull trout can tolerate sub-optimal/elevated temperatures for relatively long periods of time without suffering mortality.

· Given their tendency to favor cooler waters when possible, it is highly unlikely that migrating bull trout would spend much time the action area, thereby mitigating potential sublethal impacts resulting from brief exposure to elevated temperatures.

· Any potential effects resulting from temperature are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant.  

[bookmark: _Toc45724662]Zinc

Zinc is naturally introduced into aquatic systems, usually via leaching from igneous rocks. Concentrations of zinc associated with unpolluted freshwater systems are estimated to range between 0.5 – 15.0 μg/L (Groth, 1970; Moore & Ramamoorthy, 1984). Most of this naturally introduced zinc is adsorbed to sediments; however, a small amount remains in the water, predominantly in the form of the free Zn+2 ion. Release of zinc from sediment is enhanced by the combination of high dissolved oxygen, low salinity, and low pH (Eisler, 1993). 

All life forms require zinc as an essential element; however aquatic animals tend to accumulate excess zinc, which can result in growth retardation, hyperchromic anemia, and defective bone mineralization. Zinc primarily affects zinc-dependent enzymes regulating RNA and DNA. Zinc also increases the numbers of metallothioneins, low molecular weight proteins involved in zinc homeostasis (Eisler, 1993).

Aquatic animals tend to accumulate excess zinc, which can result in growth retardation, hyperchromic anemia, and defective bone mineralization. Effects of Zn exposure include undermined immune function and thus compromised disease resistance (Ghanmi, Rouabhia, Othmane, & Deschaux, 1989); impaired respiration, including potentially serious destruction of gill epithelium (Eisler, 1993); modified blood and serum chemistry, enzyme activity and function (Hilmy, Eldomiaty, Daabees, & Latife, 1987a, 1987b); interference with gall bladder and gill metabolism, hyperglycemia, and jaw and branchial abnormalities (Eisler, 1993). The mode of action for Zn toxicity relates to net loss of calcium (Hansen, Welsh, Lipton, Cacela, & Dailey, 2002). 

Hansen et al., measured 120-hour lethal concentrations of Zn for bull trout fry. Multiple pairs of tests were performed with a nominal pH of 7.5, hardness of 30 mg/L, and at temperatures of 8 °C to 12.1 °C. The LC50 values for bull trout ranged from 35.6 μg/L to 80.0 μg/L. Zinc toxicity generally increased as water hardness decreased. The authors also report that older, more active juvenile bull trout are more sensitive than younger, more docile juvenile bull trout based on observed changes in behavior at the juvenile life stage, and that the timing of Zn exposure and the activity level of the exposed fish are germane to predicting toxicity in the field. The study also indicated that bull trout appear less sensitive to zinc exposure compared to rainbow trout due to a decreased susceptibility to calcium loss (Hansen et al., 2002). 

In addition to the physiological effects of Zn exposure, studies have also documented a variety of behavioral responses. Among these are altered avoidance behavior, decreased swimming ability, and hyperactivity (Eisler, 1993). The author also suggests Zn exposure has implications for growth, reproduction, and survival. Spear (1981) in Eisler (1993) reported decreased swimming ability after 109 days in the juvenile and adult minnow (Phoxinus phoxinus) at concentrations of 160 μg/L and 200 μg/L, respectively. Sprague (1968) USEPA (1980) found that after 10 minutes of exposure to 5.6 μg/L zinc juvenile rainbow trout exhibit avoidance behavior.

For the following reasons, the EPA concludes that the discharge of zinc is NOT likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat in the action area:

· Few trout are expected to occur in the action area.

· Migrating trout are not expected to remain in the discharge plume for long periods of time.

· The effluent limits for zinc will ensure compliance with zinc criteria at the edge of the mixing zones.

· The water quality criteria are below the lowest observed LC50 toxic values for bull trout fry in Hansen et al. (2002).

· LC50 values are based on 120 hours of exposure. It is unlikely that migrating bull trout will remain in the action area for long periods of time. 

· Any potential effects resulting from the discharge of zinc are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant.

[bookmark: _Toc45724663]Summary of Effects Analysis

A literature review revealed that based on habitat needs and preferences, it is highly unlikely that wolverine occur in the action area. Therefore, the EPA has determined that the action will have no effect on the proposed threatened North American Wolverine, and further analysis was not undertaken. 

In order to characterize potential impacts to the threatened bull trout and bull trout critical habitat, the EPA performed a literature search to identify potential impacts of pollutants of concern in the effluent on bull trout, contrasted pollutant levels expected to be in the effluent and receiving water against known effects thresholds; and highlighted permit conditions that are expected to mitigate impacts to bull trout and Critical Habitat and better inform future EPA and USFWS actions related to the facility. The analysis revealed that any potential impacts to bull trout in the action area are expected to be short-term, transient, unmeasurable, and therefore insignificant. 

It is most likely that any bull trout in the action area are actively migrating between Coeur d’Alene Lake and known habitat in the Upper St. Joe River, rather than remaining in the action area for prolonged periods. It is expected that bull trout will either be able to avoid pollutants in the discharge plume entirely, or in a more conservative scenario, will only briefly be exposed to very dilute pollutant concentrations, resulting in discountable impacts. For these reasons, the EPA has determined that reissuance of the Permit for the PotlatchDeltic St. Maries Complex is not likely to adversely affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat.
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Fact Sheet 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 


Proposes to Reissue a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit to Discharge Pollutants Pursuant to the Provisions of the Clean Water Act 


(CWA) to: 
 


Potlatch Deltic Land and Lumber, LLC 
St. Maries Complex 


 
And to Require an Individual Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Outfall 001. 


Public Comment Start Date: 
Public Comment Expiration Date: 


 
Technical Contact: Brian Nickel 


 206-553-6251 
 800-424-4372, ext. 36251 (within Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington) 
 Nickel.Brian@epa.gov 
 


EPA Proposes to Reissue NPDES Permit 
EPA proposes to reissue the NPDES permit for the facility referenced above. The draft permit 
places conditions on the discharge of pollutants from the facility to waters of the United States. 
In order to ensure protection of water quality and human health, the permit places limits on the 
types and amounts of pollutants that can be discharged from the facility. 
EPA also proposes to cover stormwater from outfall 001 at the above-referenced facility under 
the reissued individual permit, pursuant 40 CFR 122.28(b)(3)(i). 
This Fact Sheet includes: 
 information on public comment, public hearing, and appeal procedures 
 a listing of proposed effluent limitations and other conditions for the facility 
 a map and description of the discharge location 
 technical material supporting the conditions in the permit 
 the basis for requiring an individual permit for stormwater for Outfall 001. 
401 Water Quality Certification 
EPA is requesting that the Coeur d’Alene Tribe certify the permit under Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act. Comments regarding the certification should be directed to: 


Attn: Scott Fields 
Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
Lake Management Department 
850 A Street, P.O. Box 408 
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Plummer, Idaho 83851 
 


Public Comment 
Persons wishing to comment on, or request a Public Hearing for the draft permit for this facility 
may do so in writing by the expiration date of the Public Comment period. A request for a Public 
Hearing must state the nature of the issues to be raised as well as the requester’s name, address 
and telephone number. All comments and requests for Public Hearings must be in writing and 
should be submitted to EPA as described in the Public Comments Section of the attached Public 
Notice. 
After the Public Notice expires, and all comments have been considered, EPA’s regional 
Director for the Water Division will make a final decision regarding permit issuance. If no 
substantive comments are received, the tentative conditions in the draft permit will become final, 
and the permit will become effective upon issuance. If substantive comments are received, EPA 
will address the comments and issue the permit. The permit will become effective no less than 30 
days after the issuance date, unless an appeal is submitted to the Environmental Appeals Board 
within 30 days pursuant to 40 CFR 124.19. 
Documents are Available for Review 
The draft NPDES permit and related documents can be reviewed or obtained by visiting or 
contacting EPA’s Regional Office in Seattle between 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday at the address below. The draft permits, fact sheet, and other information can also be 
found by visiting the Region 10 NPDES website at:  
https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/about-region-10s-npdes-permit-program 


US EPA Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 155 
Mail Code: 19-C04 
Seattle, Washington 98101 
(206) 553-0523 or  
Toll Free 1-800-424-4372 (within Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington) 


The fact sheet and draft permits are also available at: 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Idaho Operations Office 
950 W. Bannock St., Suite 900 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
(208) 378-5746 
 
Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
Lake Management Department 
410 Anne Antelope Road 
Plummer, Idaho 83851 
(208) 686-0252Insert Address 


 



https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/about-region-10s-npdes-permit-program
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I. Acronyms 
1Q10 1 day, 10 year low flow 
7Q10 7 day, 10 year low flow 
30B3 Biologically-based design flow intended to ensure an excursion frequency of less 


than once every three years, for a 30-day average flow. 
30Q10 30 day, 10 year low flow 
AML Average Monthly Limit 
BA Biological Assessment 
BAT Best Available Technology economically achievable 
BCT Best Conventional pollutant control Technology 
BE Biological Evaluation 
BO or 
BiOp 


Biological Opinion 


BOD5 Biochemical oxygen demand, five-day 
BMP Best Management Practices 
BPT Best Practicable  
°C Degrees Celsius 
CDT Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CFS Cubic Feet per Second 
COD Chemical Oxygen Demand 
CV Coefficient of Variation 
CWA Clean Water Act 
DMR Discharge Monitoring Report 
DO Dissolved oxygen 
DOC Dissolved organic carbon 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EFH Essential Fish Habitat 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FR Federal Register 
GPD Gallons per day 
HUC Hydrologic Unit Code 
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IC Inhibition Concentration 
ICIS Integrated Compliance Information System 
IDEQ Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
I/I Infiltration and Inflow 
LA Load Allocation 
lbs/day Pounds per day 
LC Lethal Concentration 
LTA Long Term Average 
mg/L Milligrams per liter 
mL Milliliters 
ML Minimum Level 
µg/L Micrograms per liter 
mgd Million gallons per day 
MDL Maximum Daily Limit or Method Detection Limit 
N Nitrogen 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NOEC No Observable Effect Concentration 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NSPS New Source Performance Standards 
O&M Operations and maintenance 
QAP Quality assurance plan 
RP Reasonable Potential 
RPM Reasonable Potential Multiplier 
RWC Receiving Water Concentration 
SIC Standard Industrial Classification 
SPCC Spill Prevention and Control and Countermeasure 
SS Suspended Solids 
s.u. Standard Units 
TKN Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
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TOC Total Organic Carbon 
TRC Total Residual Chlorine 
TRE Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
TSD Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control 


(EPA/505/2-90-001) 
TSS Total suspended solids 
TUa Toxic Units, Acute 
TUc Toxic Units, Chronic 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
WD Water Division 
WET Whole Effluent Toxicity 
WLA Wasteload allocation 
WQBEL Water quality-based effluent limit 
WQS Water Quality Standards 
WWTP Wastewater treatment plant 
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I. Background Information 


A. General Information 
This fact sheet provides information on the draft NPDES permit for the following entity: 


Table 1. General Facility Information 
NPDES Permit #: ID0000019 
Applicant: Potlatch Deltic Land and Lumber 


St. Maries Complex 
Type of Ownership Private 
Physical Address: 
 


2200 Railroad Avenue 
St. Maries, ID  83861 


Facility Contact: Jacob Odekirk 
Environmental Manager 


Facility Location:  Latitude:  47.329167 
Longitude:  -116.591667 


Receiving Water  St. Joe River, Coeur d’Alene Reservation 
Facility Outfall 47.329722 


-116.590278 


B. Permit History 
The most recent individual NPDES permit for the Potlatch Deltic St. Maries Complex was 
issued on October 1, 1996, became effective on October 31, 1996, and expired on October 
31, 2001. An NPDES application for permit issuance was submitted by the permittee on May 
10, 2001. EPA determined that the application was timely and complete. Therefore, pursuant 
to 40 CFR 122.6, the permit has been administratively continued and remains fully effective 
and enforceable. 
The existing individual permit covers the discharge of log yard runoff comingled with non-
contact cooling water, which flows to Outfall 001. Discharges of stormwater from Outfall 
001 are currently covered under EPA’s Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (MSGP), under permit number IDR05I310.  
The MSGP also covers stormwater discharges from three additional stormwater outfalls, 
which are numbered 002, 003, and 004.  


C. Tribal Consultation 
EPA consults on a government-to-government basis with federally recognized tribal 
governments when EPA actions and decisions may affect tribal interests. Meaningful tribal 
consultation is an integral component of the federal government’s general trust relationship 
with federally recognized tribes. The federal government recognizes the right of each tribe to 
self-government, with sovereign powers over their members and their territory. Executive 
Order 13175 (November 2000) entitled “Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments” requires federal agencies to have an accountable process to assure meaningful 
and timely input by tribal officials in the development of regulatory policies on matters that 
have tribal implications and to strengthen the government-to-government relationship with 
Indian tribes. In May 2011, EPA issued the EPA Policy on Consultation and Coordination 
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with Indian Tribes which established national guidelines and institutional controls for 
consultation. Consistent with the Executive Order and EPA tribal consultation policies, EPA 
coordinated with the Coeur d’Alene Tribe (CDT) during development of the draft permit and 
is inviting the Tribe to engage in formal tribal consultation. 
Because the Potlatch Deltic St. Maries Complex is within the boundaries of the Coeur 
d’Alene Tribal Reservation and discharges to waters for which the Tribe has treatment as a 
state (TAS), the CDT is also the certifying authority for the permit under Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act.  Therefore, EPA must engage in tribal consultation with CDT where 
requested and must seek 401 certification of the permit from CDT.   


II. Facility Information 


A. Description 
The facility encompasses 160 acres on the Coeur d’Alene Reservation and consists of a 
lumber mill, plywood plant, power plant, wet and dry log storage yards, and a woody debris 
storage area. A site map is provided in Figure 1. 
The existing individual permit covers the discharge of log yard runoff comingled with non-
contact cooling water, which flows to Outfall 001. Stormwater is commingled with the log 
yard runoff and cooling water prior to discharge from Outfall 001 and stormwater was 
disclosed as a waste stream in the application for reissuance of this individual permit.  
Treatment for Outfall 001 consists of screening to remove floating debris and addition of a 
defoamer.   
Potential pollutants in stormwater include fuel (gasoline and diesel), antifreeze, oils including 
hydraulic oil, bark and woody debris, phenolic resin, dust, and sediment.  Control measures 
are in place to prevent or reduce discharges of these pollutants.  The main pollutant of 
concern for non-contact cooling water is heat.  Potential pollutants in log sprinkling runoff 
include woody debris. 
For approximately seven months of the year, stormwater is re-used for log sprinkling. 


B. Proposed Requirement for an Individual Permit for Stormwater for Outfall 001 
EPA is proposing to require an individual NPDES permit for discharges of stormwater from 
Outfall 001.  EPA proposes to cover all discharges from Outfall 001 (including stormwater) 
under the reissued individual permit.  Outfalls 002, 003, and 004, which discharge 
exclusively stormwater, will continue to be covered under the MSGP. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CDT have raised concerns about 
discharges authorized under the MSGP from this facility, including concerns about 
discharges of zinc (Table 2) which exceed the MSGP’s benchmarks (Table 7).  Zinc is toxic 
to bull trout and other salmonids, and the St. Joe River is designated critical habitat for bull 
trout.   
40 CFR 122.28(b)(3)(i)(G) states that EPA may require any discharger authorized by a 
general permit to apply for and obtain an individual NPDES permit if EPA determines that 
the discharge is a significant contributor of pollutants.  In making this determination, EPA 
may consider the location and size of the discharge and the quantity and nature of the 
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pollutants discharged to waters of the United States.  Because it has the reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to excursions above water quality standards for iron, TSS, and zinc (as 
explained under Reasonable Potential Analysis and Need for Water Quality-Based Effluent 
Limits, below) to a receiving water which is designated bull trout critical habitat, EPA has 
determined that stormwater discharged from Outfall 001 is a significant contributor of 
pollutants.  Therefore, EPA is requiring an individual NPDES permit for stormwater 
discharged from Outfall 001. 
In addition, the discharge of cooling water from Outfall 001 is not authorized under the 
MSGP.  Thus, even if stormwater discharges from Outfall 001 remained covered under the 
MSGP, an individual NPDES permit would nonetheless be necessary for the cooling water 
discharges.  The cooling water, log yard runoff, and stormwater commingle prior to 
discharge and are discharged through Outfall 001.  Having different sources of commingled 
wastewater authorized under separate permits complicates monitoring and enforcement.  It is 
preferable to cover all discharges from Outfall 001 under a single, individual permit.   


Outfall Description 
A drainage ditch channels flow to a stormwater treatment pond. A metal shipping container 
located above the pond serves as a pump house. The pump house contains a flow meter and 
defoamer, which is injected into the effluent before being pumped to Outfall 001. 
Discharges from Outfall 001 reach the St. Joe River through a pipe from the pump house, 
which connects to the river via a short ditch (see Figure 2). 


Effluent Characterization 
To characterize the effluent, EPA evaluated the facility’s application form and discharge 
monitoring report (DMR) data from the facility’s individual permit and the MSGP. The 
effluent quality is summarized in Table 2.  
Table 2: Effluent Characterization 


Parameter Units Minimum Average Maximum Standard 
Deviation 


Count Source 


Aluminum, 
total 


µg/L 570 570 570 N/A 1 Application 


Ammonia, 
total as N 


mg/L 0.06 0.41 1.2 0.44 6 Application and 
individual permit DMR 
data 


Barium, total µg/L 88 88 88 N/A 1 Application 
Biochemical 
oxygen 
demand, 5-
day 


mg/L 6 22 48 18 6 Application and 
individual permit DMR 
data 


Boron, total µg/L 40 40 40 N/A 1 Application 
Chemical 
oxygen 
demand 


mg/L 62.8 150 299 66 10 MSGP DMR Data 


Color Color units 90 90 90 N/A 1 Application 
Flow mgd 0.0001 0.1705 1.1000 0.1294 276 Individual permit DMR 


data 
Iron, total µg/L 6660 6660 6660 N/A 1 Application 
Manganese, 
total 


µg/L 1820 1820 1820 N/A 1 Application 
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Parameter Units Minimum Average Maximum Standard 
Deviation 


Count Source 


Oxygen, 
dissolved 


mg/L 2.72 8.98 16.5 6.83 5 Individual permit DMR 
data 


pH s.u. 6.0 N/A 8.1 N/A 276 Individual permit DMR 
data 


Phosphorus, 
total as P 


mg/L 0.22 0.52 0.86 0.26 6 Application and 
individual permit DMR 
data 


Solids, total 
suspended 


mg/L 27 78.2 215 57.5 10 MSGP DMR data 


Temperature 
(daily max.) 


°C 3 12.8 27.9 5.7 274 Individual permit DMR 
data 


Total 
phenols 


µg/L 300 300 300 N/A 1 Application 


Turbidity NTU 21.6 107 364 146 5 Individual permit DMR 
data 


Zinc, total µg/L 27 86 172 48 10 MSGP DMR data 


Compliance History 
The facility has not had any violations of the effluent limits in its individual NPDES permit 
between January 2007 and February 2020. 
The facility was in significant noncompliance with the MSGP during the past four quarters 
(April 1, 2019 - March 31, 2020). 
EPA conducted an inspection of the facility on March 9, 2017.  The inspection addressed 
compliance with both the individual permit and the MSGP.  Areas of concern identified 
during the inspection included exceedances of MSGP benchmarks for TSS, COD, and zinc 
despite the facility documenting corrective actions in its annual reports, several turbid 
discharges and monitoring points, a foamy discharge at Outfall 001 (even though the pump 
house was equipped to dispense a defoamer), algal growth in puddles of stormwater at the 
base of a woody debris pile, quarterly visual assessment reports that routinely described 
stormwater discharges as “grey” or “opaque,” leachate from the woody debris area, open 
dumpsters, the representativeness of the hardness value used to establish the zinc benchmark, 
the use of magnesium chloride for dust control. 
Additional compliance information for this facility, including compliance with other 
environmental statutes, is available on Enforcement and Compliance History Online 
(ECHO). The ECHO web address for this facility is: https://echo.epa.gov/detailed-facility-
report?fid=110000468789. 


III. Receiving Water 
In drafting permit conditions, EPA must analyze the effect of the facility’s discharge on the 
receiving water. The details of that analysis are provided in the Water Quality-Based Effluent 
Limits section below. This section summarizes characteristics of the receiving water that 
impact that analysis. 


A. Receiving Water 
This facility discharges from Outfall 001 to the St. Joe River in the City of St. Maries, ID 
within the boundary of the Coeur d’Alene Reservation. Outfall 001 is located approximately 



https://echo.epa.gov/detailed-facility-report?fid=110000468789

https://echo.epa.gov/detailed-facility-report?fid=110000468789





Fact Sheet NPDES Permit #ID0000019 
 Potlatch Deltic St. Maries Complex 


12 


six river miles upstream of Chatcolet Lake, and approximately 1.5 miles downstream from 
the confluence of the St. Joe and St. Maries Rivers. 


B. Water Quality Standards 


Overview 
Section 301(b)(1)(C) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires the development of limitations 
in permits necessary to meet water quality standards (WQS). 40 CFR 122.4(d) requires that 
the conditions in NPDES permits ensure compliance with the water quality standards of all 
affected States. A State’s water quality standards are composed of use classifications, 
numeric and/or narrative water quality criteria and an anti-degradation policy. The use 
classification system designates the beneficial uses that each water body is expected to 
achieve, such as drinking water supply, contact recreation, and aquatic life. The numeric and 
narrative water quality criteria are the criteria deemed necessary to support the beneficial use 
classification of each water body. The anti-degradation policy represents a three-tiered 
approach to maintain and protect various levels of water quality and uses. 
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe received treatment in a manner similar to a state (TAS) status for 
administering WQS over portions of Lake Coeur d’Alene and the St. Joe River that lie within 
the boundaries of the Coeur d’Alene Reservation.  Outfall 001 discharges to the portion of 
the St. Joe River that lies within the boundaries of the Coeur d’Alene Reservation.  These 
waters are referred to as “Reservation TAS Waters.” Water Quality Standards for Approved 
Surface Waters of the Coeur D’Alene Tribe are in effect for CWA purposes, effective June 
12, 2014. This is the first issuance of an individual NPDES permit to the Potlatch Deltic St. 
Maries Complex for which CDT WQS are in effect for CWA purposes.  


Designated Beneficial Uses 
The CDT has adopted general water use classifications that apply to all of the Reservation 
TAS Waters. All TAS Waters shall be designated for the uses of industrial water supply, 
aesthetics, and wildlife habitat. Additionally, TAS Waters are classified for:  


• Domestic Water Supply 
• Agricultural Water Supply 
• Recreational and Cultural Use 
• Bull Trout and Cutthroat Trout 


EPA used the CDT WQS in developing permit conditions and effluent limitations. EPA also 
referenced Idaho WQS at IDAPA 58.01.02 in cases where CDT WQS are not in effect for 
Clean Water Act purposes to ensure that the downstream affected state’s waters are 
protected. Water quality standards are further discussed in Section V.D below. 


Human Health Criteria 
EPA has not acted on the human health water quality criteria found in Section 7 of the CDT 
WQS.  Thus, the Tribe’s human health criteria are not in effect for CWA purposes. 
Therefore, the human health criteria in the Idaho WQS (IDAPA 58.01.02.210) were used as a 
reference for human health criteria, to protect downstream water quality and beneficial uses. 
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C. Water Quality 
The water quality for the receiving water is summarized in Table 4.  
Table 3. Receiving Water Quality Data 


Parameter Units Statistic Value Source 
Aluminum µg/L Maximum 60 USGS NWIS station 12413875 


Ammonia mg/L 90th percentile 0.02 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 
and 12415140 


Barium µg/L Single result <100 USGS NWIS station 12415075 
Boron µg/L Single result <100 USGS NWIS station 12415075 
Dissolved organic 
carbon mg/L Minimum 1.05 USGS NWIS station 12415140 


Hardness mg/L as CaCO3 5th percentile 12.6 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 
and 12415140 


Iron µg/L Geometric mean 285 USGS NWIS station 12415075 
Iron µg/L 90th percentile 800 USGS NWIS station 12415075 


Manganese µg/L Geometric mean 13.4 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 
and 12415140 


pH Standard units 5th – 95th  6.4 – 7.5 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 
and 12415140 


Orthophosphate, 
dissolved as P µg/L Geometric mean 6 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 


and 12415140 
Orthophosphate, 
dissolved as P µg/L 90th Percentile 11 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 


and 12415140 
Phosphorus, total 
as P µg/L Geometric mean 20 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 


and 12415140 
Phosphorus, total 
as P µg/L 90th Percentile 49.1 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 


and 12415140 
Temperature 
(June – Sep) °C 95th Percentile 25.5 USGS NWIS station 12415075 


Temperature 
(October – May) °C 95th Percentile  11.8 USGS NWIS station 12415075 


Temperature 
(year-round) °C 95th Percentile 22.8 USGS NWIS station 12415075 


Suspended 
Sediment (TSS) mg/L 90th Percentile 35.6 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 


and 12415140 


Zinc µg/L Geometric mean 1.90 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 
and 12415140 


Zinc µg/L 90th percentile 3.82 USGS NWIS stations 12415135 
and 12415140 


D. Water Quality Limited Waters 
Idaho’s 2016 305(b) Integrated Report identifies the 3.76 mile stretch of the St. Joe River 
receiving the discharge as Category 3 or lacking sufficient data to determine if any beneficial 
uses are being met (i.e., unassessed). The St. Joe River downstream, between the point of 
discharge and Coeur d’Alene Lake, is also unassessed by IDEQ, ostensibly because it is 
waters of the Coeur d’Alene Tribe. Coeur d’Alene Lake, approximately eight river miles 
downstream of the discharge, is not supporting (Category 5) cold water aquatic life criteria 
due to cadmium, lead, and zinc exceedances of water quality standards.  A Coeur d’Alene 
Lake metals TMDL was developed in 2000 through a joint effort by DEQ and EPA but was 
overturned by the Idaho Supreme Court in 2003.  
In 2009, the CDT and IDEQ collaboratively developed the 2009 Lake Management Plan with 
the goal “to protect and improve lake water quality by limiting basin-wide nutrient inputs that 
impair lake water quality conditions, which in turn influence the solubility of mining-related 
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metals contamination contained in lake sediments”(IDEQ&CdAT, 2009). The Plan does not 
establish numeric nutrient criteria.  
An EPA-approved TMDL for temperature is in effect on the St. Joe (ID17010304PN027_05) 
approximately 1.5 river miles upstream of the discharge, which is not meeting Idaho’s cold 
water aquatic life uses, as well as an EPA-approved TMDL for temperature and sediment on 
the St. Maries River approximately 1.5 miles upstream of the discharge where the St. Joe and 
St. Maries Rivers join (ID17010304PN007_05), which is also not supporting cold water 
aquatic life uses. Neither of these EPA approved TMDLs give a wasteload allocation to the 
facility. 


E. Low Flow Conditions 
Critical low flows for the St. Joe River are summarized in Table 5.  
Table 4. Critical Flows in the St. Joe River 


Flows Annual Flow (cfs) 
1Q10 125 
7Q10 258 
30B3 408 
30Q5 363 
Harmonic Mean 1076 
Source:  USGS station 12415135, St. Joe 
River at Ramsdell near St, Maries, ID 


Low flows are defined in Appendix D, Part C.  


IV. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring 
Table 6, below, presents the existing effluent limits and monitoring requirements in the 1996 
permit. Table 7, below, presents the proposed effluent limits and monitoring requirements in 
the draft permit.  
The MSGP includes a pH effluent limit of 6.0 to 9.0 s.u. and a prohibition of discharge of 
debris that will not pass through a 2.54-cm (1-inch) round opening, for discharges from wet 
storage of logs.  The MSGP also includes benchmarks for chemical oxygen demand (COD), 
total suspended solids (TSS), and zinc (Table 7).  The MSGP generally requires quarterly 
monitoring for parameters with benchmarks. 
Table 5. Existing Individual Permit - Effluent Limits and Monitoring Requirements 


Effluent Parameters Units Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
  Monthly Average Daily Maximum Frequency Sample Type 
Flow MGD — — Weekly Recording 
pH s.u. 6.0 to 9.0 Weekly Grab 
Temperature °C — — Weekly Grab 
BOD5 mg/L — — 1/Month in April, 


July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 
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Effluent Parameters Units Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
  Monthly Average Daily Maximum Frequency Sample Type 
Phosphorus, total as P mg/L — — 1/Month in April, 


July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 


Nitrogen, total as N mg/L — — 1/Month in April, 
July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 


Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L — — 1/Month in April, 
July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 


Turbidity NTU — — 1/Month in April, 
July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 


Oxygen, dissolved mg/L — — 1/Month in April, 
July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 


TSS mg/L — — 1/Month in April, 
July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 


Total petroleum 
hydrocarbons 


 — — 1/Month in April, 
July, August, 
September, and 
November (1997 
only) 


Grab 


Table 6. Draft Permit - Effluent Limits and Monitoring Requirements for Outfall 001 


Effluent Parameters Units Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
Monthly 
Average 


Daily Maximum Frequency Sample Type 


Flow MGD Report Report Weekly Recording 
Iron mg/L 7.02 14.1 Monthly Grab 


lb/day 64.4 129 Calculation1 
pH s.u. 6.5 to 8.5 std. units Weekly Grab 
TSS mg/L 75 165 Weekly Grab 


lb/day 688 1,514 Calculation1 
Zinc µg/L 230 329 Monthly Grab 


lb/day 2.1 3.0 Calculation1 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4-Dichlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4-Dimethylphenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4-Dinitrophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2-Chlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2-Methyl-4,6-
Dinitrophenol 


µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 


3-Methyl-4-
Chlorophenol 


µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
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Effluent Parameters Units Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
Monthly 
Average 


Daily Maximum Frequency Sample Type 


Aluminum µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Ammonia, total as N mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
COD mg/L — Report Quarterly3 Grab 
Dinitrophenols µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Hardness mg/L as 


CaCO3 
— Report 2/year2 Grab 


Manganese µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Nitrate-Nitrite as N mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Nonylphenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Orthophosphate (as P) mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Pentachlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Phenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Phosphorus, total as P mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Temperature °C Report Report Continuous Recording 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Whole effluent toxicity TUc — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Notes: 
1.  Loading (in lbs/day) is calculated by multiplying the concentration (in mg/L) by the corresponding flow (in mgd) 
for the day of sampling and a conversion factor of 8.34. For more information on calculating, averaging, and 
reporting loads and concentrations see the NPDES Self-Monitoring System User Guide (EPA 833-B-85-100, March 
1985). 
2.  One sample must be taken between January 1st and June 30th and a second sample must be taken between 
July 1st and December 31st.  Results must be reported on the June and December DMRs. 
3.  Quarters are defined as January 1st – March 31st, April 1st – June 30th, July 1st – September 30th, and 
October 1st – December 31st.  Results must be reported on the March, June, September, and December DMRs. 


The proposed effluent limits for iron, TSS, and zinc are new.  The bases for these new 
effluent limits are described below. 


A. Basis for Effluent Limits 
In general, the CWA requires that the effluent limits for a particular pollutant be the more 
stringent of either technology-based limits or water quality-based limits. Technology-based 
limits are set according to the level of treatment that is achievable using available 
technology. A water quality-based effluent limit is designed to ensure that the water quality 
standards applicable to a waterbody are being met and may be more stringent than 
technology-based effluent limits.  


B. Pollutants of Concern 
Pollutants of concern are those that either have technology-based limits or may need water 
quality-based limits. EPA identifies pollutants of concern for the discharge based on those 
which: 


• Have a technology-based limit 
• Have an assigned wasteload allocation (WLA) from a TMDL 
• Had an effluent limit in the previous permit (or a benchmark in the MSGP) 
• Are present in the effluent monitoring. Monitoring data are reported in the application 


and DMR and any special studies 
• Are expected to be in the discharge based on the nature of the discharge 


Based on this analysis, pollutants of concern are as follows: 
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• Aluminum 
• Ammonia 
• Barium 
• Boron 
• Color 
• Debris 
• Iron 
• Manganese 
• Nitrogen (nitrate-nitrite, total Kjeldahl nitrogen) 
• Oxygen-demanding pollutants (COD, BOD5) 
• pH 
• Phenolic compounds 
• Phosphorus 
• Temperature 
• TSS 
• Zinc 


C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits 


Effluent Limit Guidelines 
For dischargers other than publicly owned treatment works (POTWs), for conventional 
pollutants, the CWA requires effluent limits based on the best conventional pollutant control 
technology (BCT), and, for toxic and non-conventional pollutants, effluent limits based on 
the best available technology economically achievable (BAT) (CWA Section 301(b) and 40 
CFR 125.3(a)(2)). 
Technology-based effluent limits may be established through application of EPA-
promulgated effluent limit guidelines (ELGs), or on a case-by-case basis under Section 
402(a)(1) of the CWA (these are referred to as best professional judgment or BPJ effluent 
limitations), or through a combination of these methods (40 CFR 125.3(c)). 
EPA has promulgated ELGs for the timber products processing point source category in 40 
CFR Part 429.  ELGs in the plywood (Subpart C), wet storage (Subpart I), and sawmills and 
planing mills (Subpart K) subcategories are applicable to the Potlatch Deltic St. Maries 
Complex. 
Subparts C and K require that there be no discharge of process wastewater.  The definition of  
“process wastewater” at 40 CFR 429.11(c) specifically excludes non-contact cooling water, 
material storage yard runoff (either raw material or processed wood storage), boiler 
blowdown, and wastewater from washout of thermal oxidizers or catalytic oxidizers, 
wastewater from biofilters, or wastewater from wet electrostatic precipitators used upstream 
of thermal oxidizers or catalytic oxidizers installed by facilities covered by subparts B, C, D 
or M to comply with the national emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) 
for plywood and composite wood products (PCWP) facilities (40 CFR part 63, subpart 
DDDD). For the dry process hardboard, veneer, finishing, particleboard, and sawmills and 
planing mills subcategories, fire control water is excluded from the definition. 
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The ELGs for wet storage (subpart I) require that there shall be no debris discharged [defined 
as “bark, twigs, branches, heartwood or sapwood that will not pass through a 2.54 cm (1.0 in) 
diameter round opening”] and that the pH shall be within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 standard 
units.  The draft permit includes the prohibition on discharge of debris.  The proposed pH 
effluent limits are water quality-based limits which are more stringent than the technology-
based effluent limits. 
Since non-contact cooling water is excluded from the definition of “process wastewater,” and 
no technology-based limits are specified in the ELGs, there are no technology-based effluent 
limits applicable to non-contact cooling water. 


Non-numeric Technology-based Effluent Limits for Stormwater 
The draft permit proposes non-numeric technology-based effluent limits for stormwater 
which are consistent with those in EPA’s 2015 MSGP.  See the permit at Part I.C.2. 


D. MSGP Benchmarks 
EPA’s 2015 MSGP includes benchmarks for facilities in Sector A (timber products) as 
shown in Table 7.  The benchmark levels in EPA MSGP are not effluent limits.  An 
exceedance of the benchmark is not, in and of itself, a violation of the permit, rather it 
triggers corrective actions to resolve the exceedances. 
In the draft permit, the MSGP’s benchmarks for TSS and zinc have been replaced by effluent 
limitations.  EPA has determined that effluent limitations for oxygen-demanding pollutants 
are not necessary for Outfall 001, thus, no effluent limits or benchmarks are proposed for 
chemical oxygen demand (COD), for Outfall 001. 
Table 7:  MSGP Benchmarks for Timber Products 


Parameter Benchmark Monitoring 
Concentration 


Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) 120 mg/L 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 100 mg/L 
Total Zinc 40 µg/L1 
Notes: 
1.  The zinc benchmarks are hardness-dependent.  The listed concentration 
is the benchmark for a hardness of 0 – 24.99 mg/L as CaCO3.  The median 
hardness of the St. Joe River at USGS stations 12415135 and 12415140 is 
20 mg/L as CaCO3. 


E. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits 


Statutory and Regulatory Basis 
Section 301(b)(1)(C) of the CWA requires the development of limitations in permits 
necessary to meet water quality standards. Discharges to State or Tribal waters must also 
comply with conditions imposed by the State or Tribe as part of its certification of NPDES 
permits under Section 401 of the CWA. 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1), implementing Section 
301(b)(1)(C) of the CWA, requires that permits include limits for all pollutants or parameters 
which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to 
cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State or Tribal water quality standard, 
including narrative criteria for water quality. Effluent limits must also meet the applicable 
water quality requirements of affected States other than the State in which the discharge 
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originates, which may include downstream States (40 CFR 122.4(d), 122.44(d)(4), see also 
CWA Section 401(a)(2)). 
The regulations require the permitting authority to make this evaluation using procedures 
which account for existing controls on point and nonpoint sources of pollution, the variability 
of the pollutant in the effluent, species sensitivity (for toxicity), and where appropriate, 
dilution in the receiving water. The limits must be stringent enough to ensure that water 
quality standards are met and must be consistent with any available wasteload allocation for 
the discharge in an approved TMDL. If there are no approved TMDLs that specify wasteload 
allocations for this discharge; all of the water quality-based effluent limits are calculated 
directly from the applicable water quality standards. 


Reasonable Potential Analysis and Need for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits 
EPA uses the process described in the Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based 
Toxics Control (TSD) (USEPA, 1991) to determine reasonable potential. To determine if 
there is reasonable potential for the discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
water quality criteria for a given pollutant, EPA compares the maximum projected receiving 
water concentration to the water quality criteria for that pollutant. If the projected receiving 
water concentration exceeds the criteria, there is reasonable potential, and a water quality-
based effluent limit must be included in the permit.  
In some cases, a dilution allowance or mixing zone is permitted. A mixing zone is a limited 
area or volume of water where initial dilution of a discharge takes place and within which 
certain water quality criteria may be exceeded (USEPA, 2014). While the criteria may be 
exceeded within the mixing zone, the use and size of the mixing zone must be limited such 
that the waterbody as a whole will not be impaired, all designated uses are maintained and 
acutely toxic conditions are prevented.  
Per Section 12(1)(c) of the CDT WQS, mixing zones are established in CWA Section 401 
certifications. If the CDT revises the allowable mixing zone in its final certification of this 
permit, the reasonable potential analysis and water quality-based effluent limit calculations 
will be revised accordingly.  
Table 8. Mixing zones for outfall 001 


Criteria Type 
Critical 
Low Flow 
(cfs) 


Mixing Zone 
(% of Critical 
Low Flow) 


Dilution 
Factor 


Acute Aquatic Life (1Q10) 125 25% 19.4 
Chronic Aquatic Life (except ammonia) (7Q10) 258 25% 38.9 
Chronic Aquatic Life (ammonia) (30B3) 408 25% 60.9 
Human Health Noncarcinogen (30Q5) 363 25% 54.3 
Human Health Carcinogen 1076 25% 159.1 


The reasonable potential and water quality-based effluent limit for specific parameters are 
summarized below. The calculations are provided in Appendix D.  
Aluminum 
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for aluminum.  
The Tribe does have a narrative criterion for toxic substances, which reads, “Toxic 
substances shall not be introduced into Reservation TAS Waters in concentrations which 
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have the potential either singularly or cumulatively to adversely affect existing and 
designated water uses, cause acute or chronic toxicity to the most sensitive biota dependent 
upon those waters, or adversely affect public health, as determined by the Department, except 
as allowed for under Mixing Zones.” 
40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi) states that “where a State has not established a water quality 
criterion for a specific chemical pollutant that is present in an effluent at a concentration that 
causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion above a narrative 
criterion within an applicable State water quality standard, the permitting authority must 
establish effluent limits using one or more of” three options provided by the regulation.  One 
of the options, in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) is to “establish effluent limits on a case-by-
case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria, published under Section 304(a) of the CWA, 
supplemented where necessary by other relevant information.”   
EPA published revised 304(a) aquatic life criteria for aluminum in freshwater in December 
2018.  The aluminium 304(a) criteria use Multiple Linear Regression (MLR) models to 
normalize the toxicity data.  The criteria values are calculated based on a site’s pH, total 
hardness, and dissolved organic carbon (DOC). 
Two DOC results are available from NWIS station 12415140 (St. Joe River Near Chatcolet, 
ID), which is downstream from the facility.  These samples were also analyzed for pH and 
hardness.  EPA used the aluminum criteria calculator to calculate the values of the acute and 
chronic water quality based on these two contemporaneous sets of DOC, hardness and pH 
data.1  The results are shown in Table 9. 
Table 9:  Aluminum Criteria Calculator Results 


Date DOC (mg/L) Hardness (mg/L 
as CaCO3) 


pH Acute 
aluminum 
criterion (µg/L) 


Chronic 
aluminum 
criterion (µg/L) 


7/18/2005 1.05 25.6 7.1 720 350 
8/25/2005 1.52 29.7 6.8 630 280 


Although there were only two DOC results available for the receiving water, there were 100 
contemporaneous sets of pH and hardness data available at USGS stations 12415135 and 
12415140.  EPA calculated the values of the aluminum criteria for each pair of 
contemporaneous pH and hardness values, using the lower of the two DOC concentrations 
measured (1.05 mg/L).  The resulting 10th percentile acute criterion was 280 µg/L and the 
resulting 10th percentile chronic criterion was 150 µg/L.  Since there are only two results for 
DOC, EPA considers this approach more representative of the variability of water chemistry 
(and, in turn, aluminum toxicity) in the St. Joe River in the vicinity of the discharge relative 
to using the lower of the two sets of criteria values calculated from contemporaneous DOC, 
pH, and hardness data.  Thus, EPA will use an acute aluminum criterion of 280 µg/L and a 


 
 
 
1 The aluminum criteria calculator and other information about the recommended criteria for 
aluminum are available at:  https://www.epa.gov/wqc/aquatic-life-criteria-aluminum 



https://www.epa.gov/wqc/aquatic-life-criteria-aluminum
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chronic aluminum criterion of 150 µg/L to interpret the Tribe’s narrative criterion for toxic 
substances. 
A single result of 500 µg/L total aluminum was available from NWIS station 12415075 (St. 
Joe River at St. Maries, Idaho), which is near the facility.  However, this sample was taken 
on May 22, 1980, which was four days after the eruption of Mt. St. Helens, and ash from the 
eruption fell in St. Maries, Idaho.  As such, the aluminum result from NWIS station 
12415075 may not be representative of typical aluminum concentrations.   
Ambient data for total aluminum were also available from NWIS station 12413875 (St. Joe 
River at Red Ives Ranger Station).  EPA used ambient data from this station even though this 
location is further upstream, since more data were available, and the data were more recent. 
There is only one effluent sample available for aluminum (reported on the application).  This 
means the effluent concentration of aluminum is uncertain, and this uncertainty is 
represented in the reasonable potential analysis as a large reasonable potential multiplying 
factor of 13.2 (see the TSD at Table 3-1).  If more effluent data were available for aluminum, 
the reasonable potential multiplying factor would be smaller, and this may result in a finding 
that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions 
above water quality standards for aluminum.  As explained above, the upstream 
concentration of aluminum is uncertain as well.  Because of the uncertainty in the effluent 
and upstream concentrations of aluminum, EPA has proposed effluent and surface water 
monitoring requirements for aluminum in the draft permit. 
Ammonia 
Ammonia criteria are based on a formula which relies on the pH and temperature of the 
receiving water, because the fraction of ammonia present as the toxic, un-ionized form 
increases with increasing pH and temperature. Therefore, the criteria become more stringent 
as pH and temperature increase.  
The equations used to determine water quality criteria for ammonia are below. EPA 
disapproved the ammonia criteria at Provision 7(12) and the entry for ammonia in Provision 
7(10) of the CDT WQS (i.e., these criteria are not in effect for CWA purposes). As such, the 
ammonia criteria at IDAPA 58.01.02.250 were used as reference in evaluating reasonable 
potential for ammonia, which will ensure protection of Idaho downstream uses.  
Table 10:  Ammonia Criteria 


 
A reasonable potential calculation showed that the discharge from Outfall 001 does not have 
the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a violation of the water quality criteria for 


Acute Criteria Equation: Cold Water
 1.  Receiving Water Temperature (deg C): 22.8
 2.  Receiving Water pH: 7.50
 3.  Is the receiving water a cold water designated use? Yes Acute Criteria Equation: Warm Water
 4.  Are non-salmonid early life stages present or absent? Present


Total ammonia nitrogen criteria (mg N/L):


Acute Criterion (CMC) 13.28 Chronic Criteria:  Cold Water, Early Life Stages 
Present


Chronic Criterion (CCC) 2.56


Chronic Criteria:  Cold Water, Early Life Stages 
Absent


Annual Basis


INPUT


OUTPUT


Total ammonia nitrogen criteria (mg N/L):


Based on IDAPA 58.01.02
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ammonia. See Appendices D and F for reasonable potential and effluent limit calculations for 
ammonia. 
Barium 
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for barium.  
The Tribe does have a narrative criterion for toxic substances, which reads, “Toxic 
substances shall not be introduced into Reservation TAS Waters in concentrations which 
have the potential either singularly or cumulatively to adversely affect existing and 
designated water uses, cause acute or chronic toxicity to the most sensitive biota dependent 
upon those waters, or adversely affect public health, as determined by the Department, except 
as allowed for under Mixing Zones.” 
40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi) states that “where a State has not established a water quality 
criterion for a specific chemical pollutant that is present in an effluent at a concentration that 
causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion above a narrative 
criterion within an applicable State water quality standard, the permitting authority must 
establish effluent limits using one or more of” three options provided by the regulation.  One 
of the options, in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) is to “establish effluent limits on a case-by-
case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria, published under section 304(a) of the CWA, 
supplemented where necessary by other relevant information.” 
EPA has published a recommended human health criterion for barium of 1,000 µg/L for the 
consumption of water and organisms (USEPA, 1986).  EPA has determined that the 
discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above 
the recommended water quality criterion for barium.  Therefore, no effluent limits are 
proposed for barium. 
Boron 
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for boron.  
The Tribe does have a narrative criterion for toxic substances, which reads, “Toxic 
substances shall not be introduced into Reservation TAS Waters in concentrations which 
have the potential either singularly or cumulatively to adversely affect existing and 
designated water uses, cause acute or chronic toxicity to the most sensitive biota dependent 
upon those waters, or adversely affect public health, as determined by the Department, except 
as allowed for under Mixing Zones.” 
40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi) states that “where a State has not established a water quality 
criterion for a specific chemical pollutant that is present in an effluent at a concentration that 
causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion above a narrative 
criterion within an applicable State water quality standard, the permitting authority must 
establish effluent limits using one or more of” three options provided by the regulation.  One 
of the options, in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) is to “establish effluent limits on a case-by-
case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria, published under section 304(a) of the CWA, 
supplemented where necessary by other relevant information.” 


EPA has published a recommended criterion of 750 µg/L for boron, for irrigation of sensitive 
crops (USEPA, 1986).  EPA has determined that the discharge does not have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to excursions above the recommended water quality criterion 
for boron.  Therefore, no effluent limits are proposed for boron. 
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Iron 
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for iron.  The 
Tribe does have a narrative criterion for toxic substances, which reads, “Toxic substances 
shall not be introduced into Reservation TAS Waters in concentrations which have the 
potential either singularly or cumulatively to adversely affect existing and designated water 
uses, cause acute or chronic toxicity to the most sensitive biota dependent upon those waters, 
or adversely affect public health, as determined by the Department, except as allowed for 
under Mixing Zones.” 
40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi) states that “where a State has not established a water quality 
criterion for a specific chemical pollutant that is present in an effluent at a concentration that 
causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion above a narrative 
criterion within an applicable State water quality standard, the permitting authority must 
establish effluent limits using one or more of” three options provided by the regulation.  One 
of the options, in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) is to “establish effluent limits on a case-by-
case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria, published under section 304(a) of the CWA, 
supplemented where necessary by other relevant information.”   


EPA has published a recommended chronic criterion of 1,000 µg/L for iron in freshwater 
(USEPA, 1986).  EPA has determined that the discharge from Outfall 001 has the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to excursions above the 304(a) criterion for iron.  Even 
though there is only one effluent sample for iron, and this results in a large reasonable 
potential multiplying factor of 13.2 (see the TSD at Table 3-1), the measured effluent 
concentration of iron is high enough that additional effluent samples (which would result in a 
smaller reasonable potential multiplying factor) are not likely to change the outcome of the 
reasonable potential analysis. The draft permit therefore proposes water quality-based 
effluent limits for iron, for Outfall 001. 
Manganese 
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for 
manganese.  The Tribe does have a narrative criterion, for taste and odor effects, which 
reads, “Water contaminants from anthropogenic causes shall be limited to concentrations that 
will not impart unpalatable flavor to fish, or result in offensive odor or taste arising from the 
water, or otherwise interfere with the existing and designated uses of the water.” 
40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi) states that “where a State has not established a water quality 
criterion for a specific chemical pollutant that is present in an effluent at a concentration that 
causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion above a narrative 
criterion within an applicable State water quality standard, the permitting authority must 
establish effluent limits using one or more of” three options provided by the regulation.  One 
of the options, in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) is to “establish effluent limits on a case-by-
case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria, published under section 304(a) of the CWA, 
supplemented where necessary by other relevant information.”  
EPA has published a recommended criterion of 50 µg/L manganese for the consumption of 
water and organisms, to minimize objectionable qualities such as laundry stains and 
objectionable tastes in beverages.  EPA has used this recommendation to interpret the Tribe’s 
narrative criterion for taste and odor effects.   
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There is only one effluent sample available for manganese (reported on the application).  
This means the effluent concentration of manganese is uncertain, and this uncertainty is 
represented in the reasonable potential analysis for human health criteria as a large 
reasonable potential multiplying factor of 2.49.  If more effluent data were available for 
manganese, the reasonable potential multiplying factor would be smaller, and this may result 
in a finding that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
excursions above water quality standards for manganese.  As explained under “Surface 
Water Monitoring” below, most of the available data for manganese in the receiving water 
were collected downstream of the discharge.  Because of the uncertainty in the effluent and 
upstream concentrations of manganese, EPA has proposed effluent monitoring and surface 
water requirements for manganese in the draft permit. 
pH 
Sections 19(1), (2), and (4) of the CDT WQS establish pH criteria for three use 
classifications: Domestic Water Supply; Agricultural Water Supply; and Bull Trout and 
Cutthroat Trout. pH must be maintained within the range of 6.5 to 8.5, with a human caused 
variation within this range of less than 0.5 units over any 24-hour period. 
As explained above, the technology-based effluent limit for discharges from wet storage of 
logs is 6.0 to 9.0 standard units.  As explained below, more stringent water quality-based 
effluent limits are proposed in the draft permit. 
A mixing zone is not necessary for the upper-bound pH criterion of 8.5 standard units, 
because the maximum effluent pH reported for outfall 001 is 8.1 standard units.  A mixing 
zone cannot be granted for the lower-bound pH criterion of 6.5 standard units, because the 5th 
percentile ambient pH observed at USGS stations 12415135 and 12415140 is 6.4 standard 
units.  Therefore, the receiving water does not have the assimilative capacity to dilute 
discharges with a pH less than the lower-bound criterion of 6.5.  Therefore, no mixing zones 
are authorized for pH, and the draft permit establishes pH effluent limits of 6.5 – 8.5 standard 
units. These WQBELs for pH are more stringent than the TBELs discussed in Section IV.C. 
Dissolved Oxygen (DO), COD and BOD5 
Section 19(4)(ii) of the CDT WQS require that DO concentrations shall exceed 8 mg/L at all 
times in order to meet Aquatic Life uses. Natural decomposition of organic material in 
wastewater effluent impacts dissolved oxygen in the receiving water at distances far outside 
of the regulated mixing zone. The BOD5 of an effluent sample indicates the amount of 
biodegradable material in the wastewater and estimates the magnitude of oxygen 
consumption the wastewater will generate in the receiving water. Nutrients such as ammonia 
and phosphorus cause excessive plant and algae growth and decay which can also 
significantly affect the amount of dissolved oxygen available.  
EPA has limited effluent data for BOD5 for this facility.  Only six results, collected between 
1997 and 2001, are available.  The maximum effluent concentration of BOD5 was 48 mg/L; 
at the maximum reported effluent flow rate of 1.1 mgd, this concentration would result in a 
BOD5 loading of 440 lb/day.  At the 95th percentile flow rate of 0.40 mgd, a concentration of 
48 mg/L BOD5 would result in a BOD5 loading of 160 lb/day.  These loads are less than the 
average monthly and average weekly permitted loads of BOD5 for the nearby City of St. 
Maries WWTP (500 and 751 lb/day, respectively).  Due to the small loading, the discharge of 
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BOD5 does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a violation of dissolved 
oxygen criteria in TAS or downstream ID waters. 
The permit proposes quarterly effluent monitoring for COD at Outfall 001, consistent with 
the 2015 MSGP.  Since EPA has determined that effluent limits for oxygen demanding 
pollutants are not necessary for Outfall 001, no benchmarks or effluent limits are proposed 
for COD. 
Phosphorus (P) and Nitrogen (N) 
Section 5(4) of the CDT WQS require that “nutrients or other substances from anthropogenic 
causes shall not be present in concentrations which will produce objectionable algal densities 
or nuisance aquatic vegetation, result in a dominance of nuisance species, or otherwise cause 
nuisance conditions.” 
Reasonable potential was not found when evaluating Total P and N against the narrative 
criteria. The draft permit proposes Total P and orthophosphate monitoring in the effluent. In-
stream Total P and orthophosphate data were also available. The 90th percentile Total P level 
measured in the receiving water downstream from the facility was 49 µg/L and the geometric 
mean concentration was 20 µg/L (Table 3). The 90th percentile concentration is below EPA’s 
recommendation for preventing biological nuisances and to control accelerated or cultural 
eutrophication in streams flowing to lakes and reservoirs, which is 50 µg/L (USEPA, 1986).  
Phosphorus is generally the limiting nutrient (i.e., the nutrient that controls primary 
productivity) in freshwaters, and particularly in lakes and reservoirs. No effluent limits are 
proposed for nitrogen, including ammonia. 
The draft permit requires the facility to monitor the effluent for total phosphorus, 
orthophosphate, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, nitrate-nitrite, and ammonia (as nitrogen) given the 
Lake Management Plan’s stated goal of limiting basin-wide nutrient inputs that impair lake 
water quality conditions (IDEQ&CdAT, 2009). These monitoring requirements will be used 
to assess if limits may be required in future permitting actions. 
Temperature 
Section 19(4)(iii) of the CDT WQS establishes seasonal (June 1 – September 30) temperature 
standards to protect the Bull Trout and Cutthroat Trout use classification.  
Section 19(4)(iii) of the CDT WQS states: “From June 1, through September 30, the 7-day 
average of the daily maximum temperatures within the hypolimnion is not to exceed 16 °C. 
In thermally stratified TAS waters the hypolimnetic temperature shall be determined by 
natural conditions as defined in Section 19(4),(a),(ii),(A) and pursuant to Section 4 of these 
standards. In TAS waters greater than 15 meters this standard applies to the bottom 80 
percent of the lake water column present below the metalimnion. In TAS waters less than 15 
meters and greater than 8 meters this standard applies to only the bottom 50 percent of the 
water column present below the metalimnion. TAS waters exhibiting total water column 
depths less than 8 meters are not expected to maintain a stable stratified condition and are 
therefore exempt from this standard.”  
Outfall 001 discharges on the left bank of the St. Joe River.  Near the outfall location, the 
river is shallower than 8 meters (26 feet) for most of its width, and the portion of the river 
cross section which is deeper than 8 meters is closer to the right bank.  The discharge from 
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Outfall 001 will be warmer than the ambient water and therefore buoyant, and, since it is a 
side bank discharge, it is likely to attach to the left bank (this behavior is visible in Figure 2).  
As such, the discharge from Outfall 001 is unlikely to affect temperatures in the deeper 
portion of the St. Joe River where stratification may develop.  Thus, the discharge does not 
have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above water quality 
standards for temperature from June 1st through September 30th. 
There are no CDT WQS in effect for temperature for Clean Water Act purposes between 
October 1st and May 31st. Thus, the WQS at IDAPA 58.01.02.250.02.b were used as a 
reference to evaluate reasonable potential for October 1st – May 31st.  The Idaho Water 
Quality Standards designate the St. Joe River, from the St. Maries River to its mouth, for cold 
water aquatic life.  The applicable Idaho water quality standard for waters so designated is: 
“Water temperatures of twenty-two (22) degrees C or less with a maximum daily average of 
no greater than nineteen (19) degrees C.”  EPA has determined that the discharge does not 
have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to excursions above the Idaho water 
quality criteria for temperature, from October – May. 
Total Suspended Solids 
Section 19(2)(b) of the CDT WQS includes the following EPA-approved numeric criterion 
for total suspended solids, for agricultural water supply uses:  The concentration of total 
suspended solids is not to exceed an arithmetic mean of 75 mg/L during periods when the 
surface water is used an agricultural water supply, based on a minimum of three samples. 
The CDT WQS do not include numeric water quality criteria for TSS for other beneficial 
uses.  EPA-approved sediment TMDLs for Idaho rivers that have been established to protect 
aquatic life uses generally have lower TSS concentration targets with shorter averaging 
periods relative to the 75 mg/L arithmetic mean criterion for agricultural water supply uses.  
For example, the Potlatch River Subbasin Assessment and TMDLs establishes a monthly 
average TSS target of 50 mg/L and a maximum daily target of 80 mg/L (IDEQ, 2008). 
EPA proposes to implement the agricultural water supply criterion for TSS without a mixing 
zone, as an average monthly limit set equal to the arithmetic mean criterion of 75 mg/L.  The 
proposed maximum daily limit of 165 mg/L is based on the average monthly limit and 
observed effluent variability, as described in Table 5-3 of the TSD (USEPA, 1991).  See 
Table 11 below for the calculation.  Although these limits are based on the criterion for 
agricultural water supply, EPA believes these limits will ensure protection of more sensitive 
beneficial uses such as aquatic life after mixing.  
Table 11:  Calculation of Maximum Daily Limit for TSS 


 


Multiplier to Calculate Maximum Daily Limit from Average Monthly Limit 
Number of Samples per Month Set (n) 4 Reference: TSD Page 106
Coefficient of Variation (CV) = Std. Dev./Mean 0.735


σ = std deviation σ2=ln(CV2+1) 0.657
Average Monthly 
Limit (AML), 


exp(zσn-0.5zσn
2);  where % probability basis = 95% 1.69


Maximum Daily 
Limit (MDL), exp(zσ-0.5zσ2);  where % probability basis= 99% 3.72 Calculation: AML x Multiplier= MDL


Ratio MDL/AML 2.21 MDL = AML x Multiplier 75 x 2.21 = 165.4







Fact Sheet NPDES Permit #ID0000019 
 Potlatch Deltic St. Maries Complex 


27 


Turbidity 
EPA partially disapproved the numeric turbidity criteria in Provisions 19(1)(a) and 
19(4)(a)(iv) of the CDT WQS (i.e., not in effect for CWA purposes). However, Section 5(5) 
of the CDT WQS establishes a narrative criterion for turbidity: “Turbidity shall not be at a 
level to impair designated uses or aquatic biota.” 
As explained above, EPA has proposed water quality-based effluent limits for TSS.  EPA 
believes the TSS limits will ensure compliance with the Tribe’s narrative criterion for 
turbidity. 
Zinc 
Section 7 of the CDT WQS includes numeric water quality criteria for zinc.  The aquatic life 
criteria for zinc have been approved by EPA, and they are dependent upon hardness.  The 5th 
percentile hardness measured at USGS stations 12415135 and 12415140, downstream from 
the facility, is 12.6 mg/L as CaCO3 (Table 3).  The resulting water quality criteria for zinc 
are an acute criterion of 20.26 µg/L and a chronic criterion of 20.42 µg/L.  The 90th 
percentile concentration of zinc measured at USGS stations 12415135 and 12415140 is 3.82 
µg/L (Table 3). 
EPA has determined that the discharge from outfall 001 has the reasonable potential to cause 
or contribute to excursions above the CDT WQS for zinc and has proposed water quality-
based effluent limits for zinc in the draft permit. 
EPA also evaluated reasonable potential for the discharge to cause or contribute to Idaho’s 
human health criteria for zinc, which are less stringent than the Tribe’s aquatic life criteria.  
EPA determined that the discharge does not have the reasonable potential to cause or 
contribute to excursions above Idaho’s human health quality criteria for zinc. 
Additional Narrative Criteria 
Section 5 of the CDT WQS includes the following narrative criteria, which have been 
incorporated as limitations in the proposed permit. 


• Floating Solids, Oil and Grease.  All waters shall be free from visible oils, scum, 
foam, grease, and other floating materials and suspended substances of a persistent 
nature resulting from anthropogenic causes.  


• Color.  True color-producing materials resulting from anthropogenic causes shall not 
create an aesthetically undesirable condition; nor should color inhibit photosynthesis 
or otherwise impair the existing and designated uses of the water. 


The technology-based limit prohibiting the discharge of debris, defined as “bark, twigs, 
branches, heartwood or sapwood that will not pass through a 2.54 cm (1.0 in) diameter round 
opening,” will help ensure compliance with the narrative criterion for floating solids (See 
Section IV.C). 
The permittee reported a measurement of 90 color units for Outfall 001 on its permit 
application.  Quality Criteria for Water 1986 states that “the source of supply should not 
exceed 75 color units on the platinum-cobalt scale for domestic water supplies” (USEPA, 
1986).  EPA expects that the discharge of color will not have the reasonable potential to 
cause or contribute to excursions above the Tribe’s narrative criterion for color at the edge of 
the mixing zone.  Thus, no effluent limits are proposed for color. 
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F. Antibacksliding 
Section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR §122.44 (l) generally prohibit the 
renewal, reissuance or modification of an existing NPDES permit that contains effluent 
limits, permit conditions or standards that are less stringent than those established in the 
previous permit (i.e., anti-backsliding) but provides limited exceptions. For explanation of 
the antibacksliding exceptions refer to Chapter 7 of the Permit Writers Manual, Final 
Effluent Limitations and Anti-backsliding (USEPA, 2010). 
All effluent limits in the draft permit are at least as stringent as those in the 1996 individual 
permit and the MSGP.  


V. Monitoring Requirements 


A. Basis for Effluent and Surface Water Monitoring 
Section 308 of the CWA and federal regulation 40 CFR 122.44(i) require monitoring in 
permits to determine compliance with effluent limitations. Monitoring may also be required 
to gather effluent and surface water data to determine if additional effluent limitations are 
required and/or to monitor effluent impacts on receiving water quality.  
The permittee is responsible for conducting the monitoring and for reporting results on 
DMRs or on the application for renewal, as appropriate, to EPA. 


B. Effluent Monitoring 
Monitoring frequencies are based on the nature and effect of the pollutant, as well as a 
determination of the minimum sampling necessary to adequately monitor the facility’s 
performance. Permittees have the option of taking more frequent samples than are required 
under the permit. These samples must be used for averaging if they are conducted using 
EPA-approved test methods (generally found in 40 CFR Part 136) or as specified in the 
permit. 


Monitoring Changes from the Previous Permit 
Parameters with New Effluent Limits 
Monitoring requirements for iron and zinc are proposed to determine compliance with the 
new effluent limits proposed for these pollutants. 
Phenolic Compounds 
The permit application states that phenolic compounds from wood and bark may be present 
in the discharge.  The permit application also reported a result (from a single analysis) of 0.3 
mg/L (300 µg/L) total phenols.  The permittee used EPA method 420.1 for the analysis of 
total phenols; it is not possible to differentiate between different kinds of phenols using this 
method. 
The draft permit proposes to require monitoring twice per year for all phenolic compounds 
which are subject to numeric water quality criteria in waters of the Coeur d’Alene Tribe or 
the State of Idaho or for which EPA has published a 304(a) criterion.  The twice-per-year 
monitoring frequency will result in 10 samples being collected over the 5-year permit term.  
Ten samples will ensure that a standard deviation and mean of the data can be calculated with 
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sufficient confidence, when the permit is reissued (USEPA, 1991).  The phenolic compounds 
to be monitored are: 


• 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dimethylphenol 
• 2,4-Dinitrophenol 
• 2-Chlorophenol 
• 2-Methyl-4,6-Dinitrophenol 
• 3-Methyl-4-Chlorophenol 
• Dinitrophenols 
• Nonylphenol 
• Pentachlorophenol 
• Phenol 


Whole Effluent Toxicity 
EPA proposes to require whole effluent toxicity monitoring.  Since the chronic dilution factor 
is less than 100:1, the draft permit proposes to require chronic toxicity testing, rather than 
acute, consistent with the recommendation in Section 3.3.3 of the TSD (USEPA, 1991).   
EPA proposes a monitoring frequency of twice per year for whole effluent toxicity.  The 
twice-per-year monitoring frequency will result in 10 samples being collected over the 5-year 
permit term.  Ten samples will ensure that a standard deviation and mean of the data can be 
calculated with sufficient confidence, when the permit is reissued (USEPA, 1991).   


C. Surface Water Monitoring 
In general, surface water monitoring may be required for pollutants of concern to assess the 
assimilative capacity of the receiving water for the pollutant. In addition, surface water 
monitoring may be required for pollutants for which the water quality criteria are dependent 
and to collect data for TMDL development if the facility discharges to an impaired water 
body. Table 12 presents the proposed surface water monitoring requirements for the draft 
permit. Surface water monitoring results must be submitted with the DMR. 
The draft permit for the City of St. Maries, which discharges to the St. Joe River very close 
to Outfall 001, proposes to require surface water monitoring for a number of parameters that 
will also be useful in reissuing this permit.  Since the City of St. Maries will be required to 
conduct surface water monitoring that can be used in reissuing this permit, EPA is proposing 
surface water quality monitoring requirements in the draft permit for the Potlatch Deltic St. 
Maries Complex that complement the requirements in the City of St. Maries permit to obtain 
a more robust data set. 
The draft permit proposes continuous surface monitoring for temperature from July 1st – 
September 30th; the City of St. Maries draft permit requires such monitoring from June 1st – 
30th.  
EPA proposes to require surface water monitoring for aluminum and manganese.  Although 
some water quality data were available for these metals, which were used in the reasonable 
potential and effluent limit calculations, aluminum data were generally only available at the 
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Red Ives Ranger Station NWIS station, which is a long distance upstream from the facility, 
and nearly all of the results for manganese were collected downstream from the facility.   
Table 12. Surface Water Monitoring in Draft Permit 


Parameter Units Frequency2 Sample Locations Minimum Level3 (ML) 
Temperature (July 1 – 


September 30) °C Continuous Upstream +/- 0.2 °C 


Aluminum µg/L 3/year Upstream 10 
Manganese µg/L 3/year Upstream 0.5 


Footnotes:  
1. The sampling type is by grab sampling for all parameters listed in table, except for continuous temperature monitoring.  
2. 3/year sampling frequency is defined as December, February, and May of each year.  
3. The Minimum Level must be no greater than listed.  


D. Electronic Submission of Discharge Monitoring Reports 
The draft permit requires that the permittee submit DMR data electronically using NetDMR. 
NetDMR is a national web-based tool that allows DMR data to be submitted electronically 
via a secure Internet application. 
EPA currently conducts free training on the use of NetDMR. Further information about 
NetDMR, including upcoming trainings and contacts, is provided on the following website: 
https://netdmr.epa.gov. The permittee may use NetDMR after requesting and receiving 
permission from EPA Region 10.  
Part III.B.3 of the Permit requires that the Permittee submit a copy of the DMR to the Coeur 
d’Alene Tribe. Currently, the permittee may submit a copy to the Coeur d’Alene Tribe by 
one of three ways: 1. A paper copy may be mailed. 2. The email address for the Coeur 
d’Alene Tribe may be added to the electronic submittal through NetDMR, or 3. The 
permittee may provide the Coeur d’Alene Tribe viewing rights through NetDMR. 


VI. Other Permit Conditions 


A. Compliance Schedules 
Compliance schedules are authorized by federal NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.47 and 
the Coeur d’Alene WQS at Section 15. Compliance schedules allow a discharger to phase in, 
over time, compliance with water quality-based effluent limitations when limitations are in 
the permit for the first time. EPA has found that a compliance schedule is appropriate for 
TSS because PotlatchDeltic cannot immediately comply with the new effluent limits on the 
effective date of the permit. Refer to Section 9.1.3, “Compliance Schedules” in the Permit 
Writers Manual (USEPA, 2010).  
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s compliance schedule authorizing provision limits schedules of 
compliance to “shortest practicable time, but not to exceed five years.”  The draft permit 
proposes a 5-year compliance schedule for the new water quality-based effluent limits for 
TSS. 


B. Quality Assurance Plan 
PotlatchDeltic is required to update the Quality Assurance Plan within 180 days of the 
effective date of the final permit. The Quality Assurance Plan must include of standard 



https://netdmr.epa.gov/
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operating procedures the permittee must follow for collecting, handling, storing and shipping 
samples, laboratory analysis, and data reporting. The plan must be retained on site and made 
available to EPA and the IDEQ upon request. 


C. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
The draft permit proposes to require the permittee to develop a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP requirements in the draft permit are similar to those 
in the 2015 MSGP.  As such, the permittee should be able to amend its existing SWPPP for 
compliance with the SWPPP requirements in the draft permit. 


D. Environmental Justice 
As part of the permit development process, EPA Region 10 conducted a screening analysis to 
determine whether this permit action could affect overburdened communities. 
“Overburdened” communities can include minority, low-income, tribal, and indigenous 
populations or communities that potentially experience disproportionate environmental 
harms and risks. EPA used a nationally consistent geospatial tool that contains demographic 
and environmental data for the United States at the Census block group level. This tool is 
used to identify permits for which enhanced outreach may be warranted.  
The facility is located within or near a Census block group that is potentially overburdened 
because of cumulative direct discharge pollution. In order to ensure that individuals near the 
facility are able to participate meaningfully in the permit process, EPA is making a copy of 
the draft permit and fact sheet available at the St. Maries public library.  
Regardless of whether a facility is located near a potentially overburdened community, EPA 
encourages permittees to review (and to consider adopting, where appropriate) Promising 
Practices for Permit Applicants Seeking EPA-Issued Permits: Ways To Engage Neighboring 
Communities (see https://www.federalregister.gov/d/2013-10945). Examples of promising 
practices include: thinking ahead about community’s characteristics and the effects of the 
permit on the community, engaging the right community leaders, providing progress or status 
reports, inviting members of the community for tours of the facility, providing informational 
materials translated into different languages, setting up a hotline for community members to 
voice concerns or request information, follow up, etc.  
For more information, please visit https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice and Executive 
Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations. 


E. Standard Permit Provisions 
Sections III, IV and V of the draft permit contain standard regulatory language that must be 
included in all NPDES permits. The standard regulatory language covers requirements such 
as monitoring, recording, and reporting requirements, compliance responsibilities, and other 
general requirements. 


VII. Other Legal Requirements 


A. Endangered Species Act 
To be updated before public comment. 



https://www.federalregister.gov/d/2013-10945

https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice
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The Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to consult with National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries) and the USFWS if their actions 
could beneficially or adversely affect any threatened or endangered species. The USFWS 
Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) system 
(https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/index) identified the presence of the “Threatened” Bull 
Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) and critical habitat for the Bull Trout in the receiving water 
(Critical Habitat Unit #29). IPaC also revealed the presence of the proposed threatened North 
American Wolverine in the action area. The NOAA Fisheries Protected Resource App 
(https://www.webapps.nwfsc.noaa.gov/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=7514c715b
8594944a6e468dd25aaacc9) did not reveal the presence of ESA-listed salmon or steelhead in 
the action area, or the presence of critical habitat for salmon or steelhead. According to the 
app, no other NOAA ESA-species occur in the action area.  


B. Essential Fish Habitat 
Essential fish habitat (EFH) is the waters and substrate (sediments, etc.) necessary for fish to 
spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (January 21, 1999) requires EPA to consult with NOAA Fisheries when a 
proposed discharge has the potential to adversely affect EFH (i.e., reduce quality and/or 
quantity of EFH). A review of the action area in NOAA’s Essential Fish Habitat Mapper 
(https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/map/essential-fish-habitat-mapper) showed no EFH 
in the action area. 
The EFH regulations define an adverse effect as any impact which reduces quality and/or 
quantity of EFH and may include direct (e.g. contamination or physical disruption), indirect 
(e.g., loss of prey, reduction in species’ fecundity), site specific, or habitat-wide impacts, 
including individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. Because there is no 
EFH in the action area, EPA has determined that reissuance of the NPDES permit will not 
adversely affect EFH. 


C. State Certification 
To be updated before public comment. 
Section 401 of the CWA requires EPA to seek State certification before issuing a final 
permit. As a result of the certification, the State may require more stringent permit conditions 
or additional monitoring requirements to ensure that the permit complies with water quality 
standards, or treatment standards established pursuant to any State law or regulation. Since 
this facility discharges to Coeur d’Alene tribal waters and the Tribe has been approved for 
TAS from EPA for purposes of the Clean Water Act, the Coeur d’Alene Tribe is the 
certifying authority. 
EPA had preliminary discussions with the Coeur d’Alene Tribe regarding the 401 
certification during development of the draft permit. EPA is sending a request for final 401 
certification to the Tribe. Based upon the preliminary discussions with the Tribe, EPA does 
not anticipate changes to the permit resulting from the final 401 certification. 


D. Antidegradation 
EPA has conducted a preliminary antidegradation analysis for the draft permit to characterize 
the potential impact of the point source discharge into Reservation TAS waters in 
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consideration of the Tribe’s Antidegradation Policy. The Tribe may reference EPA’s 
preliminary analysis in their final Antidegradation Review to be provided with the final 
CWA Section 401 certification of the permit. See Appendix D. 


E. Permit Expiration 
The permit will expire five years from the effective date. 
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Appendix A. Facility Information 


Figure 1:  Site Map 
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Figure 2:  Discharge from Outfall 001 to St. Joe River 
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Appendix B. Reasonable Potential and Water Quality-Based 
Effluent Limit Formulae 


A. Reasonable Potential Analysis 
EPA uses the process described in the Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based 
Toxics Control (USEPA, 1991) to determine reasonable potential. To determine if there is 
reasonable potential for the discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality 
criteria for a given pollutant, EPA compares the maximum projected receiving water 
concentration to the water quality criteria for that pollutant. If the projected receiving water 
concentration exceeds the criteria, there is reasonable potential, and a water quality-based 
effluent limit must be included in the permit. 


Mass Balance 
For discharges to flowing water bodies, the maximum projected receiving water concentration is 
determined using the following mass balance equation: 


CdQd =  CeQe +  CuQu Equation 1 


where, 
Cd = Receiving water concentration downstream of the effluent discharge (that is, the 


concentration at the edge of the mixing zone) 


Ce = Maximum projected effluent concentration 


Cu = Measured receiving water upstream concentration 


Qd = Receiving water flow rate downstream of the effluent discharge = Qe+Qu 


Qe = Effluent flow rate (set equal to the maximum effluent flow rate reported on DMRs) 


Qu = Receiving water low flow rate upstream of the discharge (1Q10, 7Q10 or 30B3) 


 
When the mass balance equation is solved for Cd, it becomes: 


Cd =  
Ce × Qe +  Cu × Qu


Qe +  Qu
 Equation 2 


The above form of the equation is based on the assumption that the discharge is rapidly and 
completely mixed with 100% of the receiving stream.  
If the mixing zone is based on less than complete mixing with the receiving water, the equation 
becomes: 


Cd =  
Ce × Qe +  Cu × (Qu × %MZ)


Qe +  (Qu × %MZ)  
Equation 3 


Where: 
% MZ = the percentage of the receiving water flow available for mixing. 
If a mixing zone is not allowed, dilution is not considered when projecting the receiving water 
concentration and,  
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Cd = Ce Equation 4 


A dilution factor (D) can be introduced to describe the allowable mixing. Where the dilution 
factor is expressed as: 


𝐷𝐷 =
Qe + Qu × %MZ


Qe
 


 


Equation 5 


After the dilution factor simplification, the mass balance equation becomes:  


Cd=
Ce-Cu


D
+Cu Equation 6 


If the criterion is expressed as dissolved metal, the effluent concentrations are measured in total 
recoverable metal and must be converted to dissolved metal as follows: 


Cd=
CF×Ce-Cu


D
+Cu Equation 7 


Where Ce is expressed as total recoverable metal, Cu and Cd are expressed as dissolved metal, 
and CF is a conversion factor used to convert between dissolved and total recoverable metal.  
The above equations for Cd are the forms of the mass balance equation which were used to 
determine reasonable potential and calculate wasteload allocations. 


Maximum Projected Effluent Concentration 
When determining the projected receiving water concentration downstream of the effluent 
discharge, EPA’s Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Controls (TSD, 
1991) recommends using the maximum projected effluent concentration (Ce) in the mass balance 
calculation (see equation 3, page C-5). To determine the maximum projected effluent 
concentration (Ce) EPA has developed a statistical approach to better characterize the effects of 
effluent variability. The approach combines knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a 
coefficient of variation (CV) with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum concentration for the effluent. Once the CV for each pollutant parameter has 
been calculated, the reasonable potential multiplier (RPM) used to derive the maximum 
projected effluent concentration (Ce) can be calculated using the following equations: 
First, the percentile represented by the highest reported concentration is calculated. 
pn = (1 - confidence level)1/n Equation 8 


where, 
pn = the percentile represented by the highest reported 


concentration 
n  = the number of samples 
confidence 
level 


= 0.99 (99%) 


 
and 
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RPM=
C99


CPn


=
𝑒𝑒Z99×σ-0.5×σ2


𝑒𝑒ZPn×σ-0.5×σ2 


 


Equation 9 


Where, 
σ2 = ln(CV2 +1) 
Z99 = 2.326 (z-score for the 99th percentile) 
ZPn = z-score for the Pn percentile (inverse of the normal cumulative 


distribution function at a given percentile) 
CV = coefficient of variation (standard deviation ÷ mean) 


The maximum projected effluent concentration is determined by simply multiplying the 
maximum reported effluent concentration by the RPM: 


Ce = (RPM)(MRC) Equation 10 


where MRC = Maximum Reported Concentration 


Maximum Projected Effluent Concentration at the Edge of the Mixing Zone 
Once the maximum projected effluent concentration is calculated, the maximum projected 
effluent concentration at the edge of the acute and chronic mixing zones is calculated using the 
mass balance equations presented previously. 


Reasonable Potential 
The discharge has reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality 
criteria if the maximum projected concentration of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone 
exceeds the most stringent criterion for that pollutant.  


B. WQBEL Calculations 


Calculate the Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) 
Wasteload allocations (WLAs) are calculated using the same mass balance equations used to 
calculate the concentration of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone in the reasonable 
potential analysis. To calculate the wasteload allocations, Cd is set equal to the acute or chronic 
criterion and the equation is solved for Ce. The calculated Ce is the acute or chronic WLA. 
Equation 6 is rearranged to solve for the WLA, becoming: 


Ce = WLA = D × (Cd − Cu) + Cu Equation 11 


Idaho’s water quality criteria for some metals are expressed as the dissolved fraction, but the 
Federal regulation at 40 CFR 122.45(c) requires that effluent limits be expressed as total 
recoverable metal. Therefore, EPA must calculate a wasteload allocation in total recoverable 
metal that will be protective of the dissolved criterion. This is accomplished by dividing the 
WLA expressed as dissolved by the criteria translator, as shown in equation 12. The criteria 
translator (CT) is equal to the conversion factor, because site-specific translators are not 
available for this discharge. 
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Ce=WLA=
D×(Cd-Cu)+Cu


CT
 


Equation 12 


The next step is to compute the “long term average” concentrations which will be protective of 
the WLAs. This is done using the following equations from EPA’s Technical Support Document 
for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (TSD): 


LTAa=WLAa×e�0.5𝜎𝜎2− 𝑧𝑧 𝜎𝜎� Equation 13 


LTAc=WLAc×e�0.5𝜎𝜎42 – 𝑧𝑧𝜎𝜎4� Equation 14 


where, 
σ2 = ln(CV2 +1) 
Z99 = 2.326 (z-score for the 99th percentile probability basis) 
CV = coefficient of variation (standard deviation ÷ mean) 
σ4² = ln(CV²/4 + 1) 


For ammonia, because the chronic criterion is based on a 30-day averaging period, the Chronic 
Long Term Average (LTAc) is calculated as follows: 


LTAc=WLAc×e�0.5𝜎𝜎302  – 𝑧𝑧𝜎𝜎30� Equation 15 


where, 
σ30² = ln(CV²/30 + 1) 


The LTAs are compared and the more stringent is used to develop the daily maximum and 
monthly average permit limits as shown below. 


Derive the maximum daily and average monthly effluent limits 
Using the TSD equations, the MDL and AML effluent limits are calculated as follows: 


MDL = LTA × e�zmσ – 0.5σ2� Equation 16 


AML = LTA × e�zaσn – 0.5σn2� Equation 17 


 
where σ, and σ² are defined as they are for the LTA equations above, and, 


σn2 = ln(CV²/n + 1 


za = 1.645 (z-score for the 95th percentile probability basis) 
zm = 2.326 (z-score for the 99th percentile probability basis) 
n = number of sampling events required per month. With the exception of 


ammonia, if the AML is based on the LTAc, i.e., LTAminimum = LTAc), 
the value of ‘‘n’’ should is set at a minimum of 4. For ammonia, In the 
case of ammonia, if the AML is based on the LTAc, i.e., LTAminimum = 
LTAc), the value of ‘‘n’’ should is set at a minimum of 30. 
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C. Critical Low Flow Conditions 
The low flow conditions of a water body are used to determine water quality-based effluent 
limits. The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s water quality standards require criteria be evaluated at the 
following low flow receiving water conditions (See the Coeur d’Alene WQS at Section 
12(2)) as defined below: 


Acute aquatic life 1Q10 


Chronic aquatic life 7Q10 


Non-carcinogenic human health criteria 30Q5 


Carcinogenic human health criteria harmonic mean flow 


Ammonia 30B3 


1. The 1Q10 represents the lowest one day flow with an average recurrence frequency of once in 10 
years. 
2. The 7Q10 represents lowest average 7 consecutive day flow with an average recurrence frequency 
of once in 10 years. 
3. The 30Q5 represents the lowest average 30 consecutive day flow with an average recurrence 
frequency of once in 5 years. 
4. The 30Q10 represents the lowest average 30 consecutive day flow with an average recurrence 
frequency of once in 10 years. 
5. The harmonic mean is a long-term mean flow value calculated by dividing the number of daily flow 
measurements by the sum of the reciprocals of the flows. 
6. The 30B3 is biologically based and indicates an allowable exceedance for 30 consecutive days 
once every 3 years. 
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Appendix C. Reasonable Potential and Water Quality-Based 
Effluent Limit Calculations 


Table 13:  Reasonable Potential and Effluent Limit Calculations 


 


Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) and Water Quality Effluent Limit (WQBEL) Calculations
Facility Name Potlatch Deltic St. Maries
Facility Flow (mgd) 1.10 
Facility Flow (cfs) 1.70 
   Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual
Critical River Flows (CFS) (IDAPA 58.01.02 03. b) Crit. Flows Crit. Flows Crit. Flows Crit. Flows Crit. Flows Crit. Flows Crit. Flows
Aquatic Life - Acute Criteria - Criterion Max. Concentration (CMC) 1Q10 125 125 125 125 125 125 125.0
Aquatic Life - Chronic Criteria - Criterion Continuous Concentration (CCC) 7Q10 or 4B3 258 258 258 258 258 258 258.0
Ammonia 30B3 or 30Q10/30Q5 (seasonal) 408 408 408 408 408 408 408.0
Human Health - Non-Carcinogen 30Q5 363 363 363 363 363 363 363.0


Harmonic Mean Flow 1076 1,076 1,076 1,076 1,076 1,076 1,076.0


DF at defined percent of river flow allow 25% 19.4
DF at defined percent of river flow allow 25% 38.9


Receiving Water Data Notes: Annual
Hardness, as mg/L CaCO3 = 100 mg/L 5th % at critical flows Crit. Flows
Temperature, °C Temperature, °C 95th percentile 22.8
pH, S.U. pH, S.U. 95th percentile 7.5


Pollutants of Concern
AMMONIA, 
default: cold 
water, fish 
early life 
stages 


ALUMINUM, total 
recoverable


Barium IRON MANGANESE ZINC - SEE 
Toxic BiOp 


Boron


Number of Samples in Data Set (n) 6 1 1 1 1 10 1
Coefficient of Variation (CV) = Std. Dev./Mean (default CV = 0.6) 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.563 0.6
Effluent Concentration, µg/L (Max. or 95th Percentile) - (Ce) 1,200 570 88 6660 1820 172 40
Calculated 50th % Effluent Conc. (when n>10),  Human Health Only
90th Percentile Conc., µg/L - (Cu) 20 60 800 3.82
Geometric Mean, µg/L, Human Health Criteria Only 285 13.4 1.9
Aquatic Life Criteria, µg/L Acute 13,283 280. #N/A -- -- 20.26
Aquatic Life Criteria, µg/L Chronic 2,559 150. #N/A 1,000. -- 20.42 750.
Human Health Water and Organism, µg/L -- -- #N/A 300. 50. 870.
Human Health, Organism Only, µg/L -- -- 1,000. -- -- 1,500.


Acute -- -- -- -- .978 1.
Chronic --   -- -- .986 1.


Carcinogen (Y/N), Human Health Criteria Only -- N -- N N N --
Aquatic Life - Acute 1Q10 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%


Percent River Flow Aquatic Life - Chronic 7Q10 or 4B3 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Default Value = 30B3 or 30Q10/30Q5 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%


25% Human Health - Non-Carcinogen Harmonic Mean 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Human Health - Carcinogen Harmonic Mean 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Aquatic Life - Acute 1Q10 19.4 19.4 19.4 19.4 19.4 19.4 19.4


Calculated Aquatic Life - Chronic 7Q10 or 4B3 38.9 38.9 38.9 38.9 38.9 38.9
Dilution Factors (DF) Aquatic Life - Chronic Ammonia 30B3 or 30Q10/30Q5 60.9 60.9 60.9 60.9 60.9 60.9 60.9


(or enter Modeled DFs) Human Health - Non-Carcinogen Harmonic Mean 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3
Human Health - Carcinogen Harmonic Mean 159.1 159.1 159.1 159.1 159.1 159.1


Aquatic Life Reasonable Potential Analysis
σ σ2=ln(CV2+1) 0.555 0.555 0.555 0.555 0.555 0.525 0.555
Pn =(1-confidence level)1/n ,       where confidence level = 99% 0.464 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.631 0.010
Multiplier (TSD p. 57) =exp(zσ-0.5σ2)/exp[normsinv(Pn)σ-0.5σ2],  where 99% 3.8 13.2 13.2 13.2 13.2 2.8 13.2
Statistically projected critical discharge concentration (Ce) 4582 7522.22 1161.33 87891.22 24018.32 489.15 527.88
Predicted max. conc.(ug/L) at Edge-of-Mixing Zone Acute 256 445.37 -- 5297.59 1240.36 28.33 27.26
          (note: for metals, concentration as dissolved using conversion factor as translator) Chronic 95 251.81 -- 3038.66 617.39 16.12 13.57
Reasonable Potential to exceed Aquatic Life Criteria NO YES -- YES NA YES NO


Aquatic Life Effluent Limit Calculations
Number of Compliance Samples Expected per month (n)
n used to calculate AML (if chronic is limiting then use min=4 or for ammonia min=30) -- 1 -- 4 -- 1 --
LTA Coeff. Var. (CV), decimal (Use CV of data set or default = 0.6) -- 0.600 0.600 0.600 -- 0.563 --
Permit Limit Coeff. Var. (CV), decimal   (Use CV from data set or default = 0.6) -- 0.600 0.600 0.600 -- 0.563 --
Acute WLA, ug/L Cd = (Acute Criteria x MZa) - Cu x (MZa-1) Acute -- 4,320.1 -- -- 322.1 --
Chronic WLA, ug/L Cd = (Chronic Criteria x MZc) - Cu x (MZc-1) Chronic -- 3,561.3 -- 8,580.7 -- 649.8 --
Long Term Ave (LTA), ug/L WLAa x exp(0.5σ2-zσ), Acute 99% -- 1,386.8 -- -- -- 109.1 --
(99th % occurrence prob.) WLAc x exp(0.5σ2-zσ); ammonia n=30, Chronic 99% -- 1,878.2 -- 4,525.3 -- 355.1 --
Limiting LTA, ug/L used as basis for limits calculation -- 1,386.8 -- 4,525.3 -- 109.1 --
Applicable Metals Criteria Translator (metals limits as total recoverable) -- -- -- -- -- 0.98 --
Average Monthly Limit (AML), ug/L , where % occurrence prob = 95% -- 2961 -- 7025 -- 230 --
Maximum Daily Limit (MDL), ug/L  , where % occurrence prob = 99% -- 4320 -- 14096 -- 329 --
Average Monthly Limit (AML), mg/L -- 2.961 -- 7.02 -- 0.230 --
Maximum Daily Limit (MDL), mg/L -- 4.320 -- 14.1 -- 0.329 --
Average Monthly Limit (AML), lb/day -- 27.16 -- 64.4 -- 2.1 --
Maximum Daily Limit (MDL), lb/day -- 39.63 -- 129 -- 3.0 --


Human Health Reasonable Potential Analysis
σ σ2=ln(CV2+1) 0.555 0.555 0.555 0.555 0.525 0.555
Pn =(1-confidence level)1/n         where confidence level = 95% 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.741 0.050
Multiplier =exp(2.326σ-0.5σ2)/exp[invnorm(PN)σ-0.5σ2],  prob. = 50% 2.490 2.490 2.490 2.490 0.712 2.490
Dilution Factor (for Human Health Criteria) 54.3 159.1 54.3 54.3 54.3 159.1


26.119 1.377 584.936 96.551 4.120 0.626
NO #N/A YES YES NO NO
NO NO NO NO NO NO


Human Health, Water + Organism, Effluent Limit Calculations 
4 4


Average Monthly Effluent Limit, ug/L equals wasteload allocation -- -- 1099.94 2002 -- --
Maximum Daily Effluent Limit, ug/L TSD Multiplier, Table 5-3, using 99th and 95th % -- -- 2206.68 4016 -- --


-- -- 10.091 18.4 -- --
-- -- 20.244 36.8 -- --


Receiving Water Data


Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L  (Cd)
Reasonable Potential to exceed HH Water & Organism


Number of Compliance Samples Expected per month (n)


Reasonable Potential to exceed HH Organism Only


Applicable 
Water Quality Criteria


Metals Criteria Translator, decimal  (or default use 
Conversion Factor)


Human Health - carcinogen


Effluent Data


Average Monthly Limit (AML), lb/day
Maximum Daily Limit (MDL), lb/day
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Table 14:  Reasonable Potential Calculations for Temperature (October - May) 


 
 


Freshwater Temperature Reasonable Potential and Limit Calculation
ID 58.01.02 250


02.b Cold Water 22.0 °C or less with maximum daily average temperature of 19.0 °C


02.f. Salmonid Spawing 13.0 °C or less with maximum daily average temperature of 9.0 °C As determined by IDEQ "Water Body 
Assessment Guidance"


03.a. Seasonal Cold 26.0 °C or less with maximum daily average temperature of 23.0 °C
04.a. Warn Water 33.0 °C or less with maximum daily average temperature of 29.0 °C


Cold Water
Critera


INPUT Data Source
Chronic Dilution Factor at Mixing Zone Boundary 38.9 High River Flow
Ambient Temperature (T) (Upstream Background) 11.8 °C 95th Percentile based on permittee or 


USGS data
Effluent Temperature 21.3 °C 95th Percentile of monthly daily max 


effluent based on daily max per DMR 
data


Aquatic Life Temperature WQ Criterion in Fresh Water 19.0 °C Lowest daily max criteria
OUTPUT


Temperature at Chronic Mixing Zone Boundary: 12.1 °C Mass balance
Incremental Temperature Increase or decrease: 0.24 °C WQS 401.c - allow for maximum of 0.3⁰C 


rise in receiving water temperature.
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Appendix D. Antidegradation Analysis 


A. Overview 
EPA has prepared a preliminary antidegradation analysis, which characterizes the potential 
impact of the point source discharge into Reservation TAS waters in consideration of the Tribe’s 
Antidegradation Policy. The Tribe’s final Antidegradation Review will be provided with the 
final CWA Section 401 certification of the permit. 
The purposes of the Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s Antidegradation Policy as outlined in Section 6 of 
Water Quality Standards for Approved Surface Waters of the Coeur D’Alene Tribe, effective 
June 12, 2014, are bulleted below. Tier levels indicate the level of protection required under the 
Antidegradation Policy. 


• Maintain and protect water quality necessary to protect existing uses (Tier 1) 
• Outline conditions under which the Tribe may allow for lower water quality to 


accommodate important social or economic development; Assure that the highest 
statutory/regulatory requirements for new and existing point sources are achieved (Tier 2) 


• Outline criteria for designating Outstanding Tribal Resource Waters (OTRWs) and 
maintain the water quality and uses of OTRWs (Tier 3) 


The Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s Antidegradation Policy, in conjunction with their CWA Section 401 
certification authority, authorizes the Tribe to review any activity involving a point source 
discharge into Reservation TAS waters to ensure that existing uses are protected and that any 
degradation of water quality occurs in an approved manner. This is known as an Antidegradation 
Review.  
The Coeur d’Alene Tribe has identified implementation methods for its antidegradation policy, 
titled Anti degradation Implementation Policy and Antidegradation Review Process for TAS 
Approved Waters of the Coeur d’Alene Reservation (“Antidegradation Implementation 
Methods”).2   
Per Section 5.3.1 of the Antidegradation Implementation Methods, all parameters in Reservation 
TAS waters will receive at least Tier 1 protection. Under Section 5.2.2, Tier 2 shall apply when 
the water quality for a parameter is better than criteria established in the Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
WQS to maintain and protect the “fishable and swimmable” goals of Section 101(a)(2) of the 
CWA.  
Under Section 6(3)(a)-(d) of the CTD WQS, the following waters shall be considered for Tier 3 
protection: Outstanding national or tribal resources; documented critical habitat for 
threatened/endangered species; Waters of exceptional recreational, ceremonial, cultural, or 
ecological significance; and Waters supporting priority species as determined by the Tribe.  
Although the St. Joe River is designated critical habitat for bull trout and therefore shall be 


 
 
 
2 The Tribe’s Antidegradation Implementation Methods are appended to the water quality 
standards, which are available at:  https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-
02/documents/wqs-coeurdalene.pdf 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-02/documents/wqs-coeurdalene.pdf

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-02/documents/wqs-coeurdalene.pdf
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considered for Tier 3 protection, the Coeur d’Alene Tribe has not designated any Tier 3 waters 
(OTRWs).   
Under Section 5.2.3 of the Antidegradation Implementation Methods, unless a water body is not 
meeting Tier 1 protections, or has been designated as OTRW, Tier 2 will apply to all discharge 
parameters.  EPA therefore performed a Tier 2 level analysis for the action.  


B. Existing Pollutant Limits 
As shown in Table 5 and Table 6 of the Fact Sheet, all proposed limits in the permit are at least 
as stringent as those in the previous individual permit.  New effluent limitations have also been 
proposed for iron, TSS, and zinc. 


C. More Stringent Limits  
Reasonable potential and effluent limit calculations resulted in the inclusion of a more stringent 
pH effluent limitation relative to the 1996 permit.  The prior limit was a range of 6.0 - 9.0 
standard units, and this same limit is also applicable to discharges from wet storage of logs under 
the MSGP.  The new limit is a range of 6.5 - 8.5 standard units. 


D. New Limits 
Reasonable potential and effluent limit calculations resulted in the inclusion of the following 
new effluent limitations for parameters not controlled in the 1996 permit: 


• Iron 
• TSS 
• Zinc 


The MSGP included benchmarks for zinc and TSS, but not effluent limits. 


E. Water Quality Impairments 
As discussed in Section III.D, of the Fact Sheet, there are no known water quality impairments in 
or EPA-approved Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the St. Joe River at the point of 
discharge. However, the section of the St. Joe River receiving the discharge is unassessed for 
Idaho 303(d) purposes (i.e., insufficient data is available to determine whether beneficial uses are 
being met). 


F. Summary 
In sum, for the following reasons, EPA concludes that no adverse change in water quality and no 
degradation will result from the discharge of these pollutants in accordance with the reissued 
permit, and that this discharge complies with the of the Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s Antidegradation 
Policy. 


• EPA conducted reasonable potential analyses based upon the assimilative capacity of the 
receiving water on a parameter-by-parameter basis and included effluent limitations 
necessary to ensure that Coeur d’Alene Tribe WQS criteria are not violated by the 
discharge, in accordance with the Tribe’s Antidegradation Policy Tier 2 requirements and 
Tribal mixing zone policies;  


• More stringent controls for previously-controlled parameters have been proposed in the 
permit;  
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• New effluent limitations have been proposed for parameters not previously controlled.  
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Preliminary Draft Permit 


 
 


United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 10 


1200 Sixth Avenue Suite 155 
Seattle, Washington 98101-3188 


 
Authorization to Discharge under the 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
 
 In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq., as 
amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, P.L. 100-4, the “Act”, 
 


PotlatchDeltic Land and Lumber, LLC 
2200 Railroad Avenue 
St. Maries, ID  83861 


 
is authorized to discharge from the St. Maries Plywood and Lumber facility located in St. 
Maries, Idaho, at the following location(s): 
 
 Outfall Receiving Water  Latitude  Longitude 
 001  St. Joe River   47.329722  -116.590278 
 
in accordance with discharge point(s), effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth herein. 
 
 This permit shall become effective insert date 
 
 This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight, insert date 
 
 The permittee shall reapply for a permit reissuance on or before insert date, 180 days 
before the expiration of this permit if the permittee intends to continue operations and discharges 
at the facility beyond the term of this permit. 
 
Signed this day of 
 
 


         Preliminary Draft   _                           
Daniel D. Opalski, Director 
Water Division 
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Preliminary Draft Permit 


Schedule of Submissions 
The following is a summary of some of the items the permittee must complete and/or submit to 
EPA during the term of this permit: 
Item Due Date 
1.  Discharge Monitoring 
Reports (DMR) 


DMRs are due monthly and must be postmarked on or before the 
20th day of the month following the monitoring month. 


2.  Quality Assurance Plan 
(QAP) 


The permittee must provide EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
with written notification that the Plan has been developed and 
implemented within 180 days after the effective date of the final 
permit (see II.A.).  The Plan must be kept on site and made 
available to EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe upon request. 


3.  Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 


The permittee must provide EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
with written notification that the Plan has been developed and 
implemented within 180 days after the effective date of the final 
permit (see II.C.).  The Plan must be kept on site and made 
available to EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe upon request. 


4.  NPDES Application 
Renewal 


The application must be submitted at least 180 days before the 
expiration date of the permit (see V.B.). 


5.  Surface Water Monitoring 
Report 


The permittee must submit all surface water monitoring results 
for the previous calendar year for all parameters in an annual 
report to EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe by January 31st of 
the following year. 


6.  Compliance Schedule Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress 
reports on, interim and final requirements contained in any 
compliance schedule of this permit must be submitted no later 
than 14 days following each schedule date (see III.J.) 


7.  Twenty-Four Hour Notice 
of Noncompliance Reporting 


The permittee must report certain occurrences of noncompliance 
by telephone within 24 hours from the time the permittee 
becomes aware of the circumstances.  (See III.G. and Part I.B.2.) 
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Preliminary Draft Permit 


I. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 


A. Discharge Authorization 
During the effective period of this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge 
pollutants from the outfalls specified herein to the St. Joe River, within the limits and 
subject to the conditions set forth herein.  This permit authorizes the discharge of only 
those pollutants resulting from facility processes, waste streams, and operations that 
have been clearly identified in the permit application process. 


B. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring 
1. The permittee must limit and monitor discharges from Outfall 001 as specified in 


Table 1, below.  All figures represent maximum effluent limits unless otherwise 
indicated.  The permittee must comply with the effluent limits in the tables at all 
times unless otherwise indicated, regardless of the frequency of monitoring or 
reporting required by other provisions of this permit. 


Table 1:  Effluent Limits and Monitoring Requirements 
Effluent Parameters Units Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 


Monthly 
Average 


Daily Maximum Frequency Sample Type 


Flow MGD Report Report Weekly Recording 
Iron, total recoverable mg/L 7.02 14.1 Monthly Grab 


lb/day 64.4 129 Calculation1 
pH s.u. 6.5 to 8.5 Weekly Grab 
TSS mg/L 75 165 Weekly Grab 


lb/day 688 1,514 Calculation1 
Zinc, total recoverable µg/L 230 329 Monthly Grab 


lb/day 2.1 3.0 Calculation1 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4-Dichlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4-Dimethylphenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2,4-Dinitrophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2-Chlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
2-Methyl-4,6-
Dinitrophenol 


µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 


3-Methyl-4-
Chlorophenol 


µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 


Aluminum, total 
recoverable 


µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 


Ammonia, total as N mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
COD mg/L — Report Quarterly3 Grab 
Dinitrophenols µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Hardness mg/L as 


CaCO3 
— Report 2/year2 Grab 


Manganese, total 
recoverable 


µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 


Nitrate-Nitrite as N mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Nonylphenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Orthophosphate as P mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
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Effluent Parameters Units Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
Monthly 
Average 


Daily Maximum Frequency Sample Type 


Pentachlorophenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Phenol µg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Phosphorus, total as P mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 
Temperature °C See Part I.B.6. Continuous Recording 
Total Kjeldahl 
nitrogen 


mg/L — Report 2/year2 Grab 


Whole effluent 
toxicity, chronic 


TUc See Part I.D. 2/year2 Grab 


Notes: 
1.  Loading (in lbs/day) is calculated by multiplying the concentration (in mg/L) by the corresponding flow (in 
mgd) for the day of sampling and a conversion factor of 8.34. For more information on calculating, averaging, and 
reporting loads and concentrations see the NPDES Self-Monitoring System User Guide (EPA 833-B-85-100, 
March 1985). 


2.  One sample must be taken between January 1st and June 30th and a second sample must be taken between July 
1st and December 31st.  Results must be reported on the June and December DMRs. 


3.  Quarters are defined as January 1st – March 31st, April 1st – June 30th, July 1st – September 30th, and October 1st 
– December 31st.  Results must be reported on the March, June, September, and December DMRs. 


2. The permittee must report within 24 hours any violation of the maximum daily 
limits for the following pollutants:   iron and zinc.  Violations of all other effluent 
limits are to be reported at the time that discharge monitoring reports are 
submitted (See III.B. and III.H.). 


3. Narrative limitations for floating, suspended or submerged matter: 
a) The permittee must not discharge visible oils, scum, foam, grease, and other 


floating materials and suspended substances of a persistent nature. 
b) The permittee must observe the surface of the receiving water in the vicinity 


of where the effluent enters the surface water.  The permittee must maintain a 
written log of the observation which includes the date, time, observer, and 
whether there is presence of floating, suspended or submerged matter.  The 
log must be retained and made available to EPA or insert state or tribe upon 
request. 


4. The permittee must not discharge woody material such as bark, twigs, branches, 
heartwood or sapwood that will not pass through a 2.54 cm (1.0 in) diameter 
round opening. 


5. The permittee must not discharge process wastewater.  The term “process 
wastewater” specifically excludes non-contact cooling water, material storage 
yard runoff (either raw material or processed wood storage), boiler blowdown, 
and wastewater from washout of thermal oxidizers or catalytic oxidizers, 
wastewater from biofilters, or wastewater from wet electrostatic precipitators used 
upstream of thermal oxidizers or catalytic oxidizers installed to comply with the 
national emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for plywood 
and composite wood products (PCWP) facilities (40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD) 
and fire control water. 
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6. Temperature data must be recorded using micro-recording temperature devices 
known as thermistors.  Set the recording device to record at one-hour intervals.  
Report the following temperature monitoring data on the DMR:  monthly 
instantaneous maximum, maximum daily average, seven-day running average of 
the daily instantaneous maximum. 


7. Use the temperature device manufacturer's software to generate (export) an Excel 
or electronic ASCII text file. The file must be submitted annually to the EPA and 
the Coeur d’Alene Tribe by January 31 for the previous monitoring year along 
with the placement log.  The placement logs should include the following 
information for both thermistor deployment and retrieval: date, time, temperature 
device manufacturer ID, location, depth, whether it measured air or water 
temperature, and any other details that may explain data anomalies. The permittee 
may submit the file as an electronic attachment to NetDMR. The file name of the 
electronic attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_temperature_43599, where YYYY_MM_DD is 
the date that the permittee submits the file. 


8. The permittee must collect effluent samples from the effluent stream after the last 
treatment unit prior to discharge into the receiving waters. 


9. For all effluent monitoring, the permittee must use sufficiently sensitive analytical 
methods which meet the following: 
a) Parameters with an effluent limit.  The method must achieve a minimum level 


(ML) less than the effluent limitation unless otherwise specified in Table 1 
Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements. 


b) Parameters that do not have effluent limitations. 
(i) The permittee must use a method that detects and quantifies the level 


of the pollutant, or 
(ii) The permittee must use a method that can achieve a maximum ML less 


than or equal to those specified in Appendix A; 
c) For parameters that do not have an effluent limit, the permittee may request 


different MLs.  The request must be in writing and must be approved by EPA. 
d) See also Part III.C Monitoring Procedures 


10. For purposes of reporting on the DMR for a single sample, if a value is less than 
the MDL, the permittee must report “less than {numeric value of the MDL}” and 
if a value is less than the ML, the permittee must report “less than {numeric value 
of the ML}.” 


11. For purposes of calculating monthly averages, zero may be assigned for values 
less than the MDL and the numeric value of the MDL may be assigned for values 
between the MDL and the ML.  If the average value is less than the MDL, the 
permittee must report “less than {numeric value of the MDL}” and if the average 
value is less than the ML, the permittee must report “less than {numeric value of 
the ML}.”  If a value is equal to or greater than the ML, the permittee must report 
and use the actual value. 
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C. Stormwater Controls, Inspections and Corrective Actions 
1. Control Measure Selection and Design Considerations:  The permittee must 


consider the following when selecting and designing control measures: 
a) Preventing stormwater from contacting polluting materials is generally more 


effective, and less costly, than trying to remove pollutants from stormwater. 
b) Using control measures in combination may be more effective than using 


control measures in isolation for minimizing pollutants in the stormwater 
discharge; 


c) Assessing the type and quantity of pollutants, including their potential to 
impact receiving water quality, is critical to designing effective control 
measures that will achieve the limits in this permit; 


d) Minimizing impervious areas at the facility and infiltrating runoff onsite 
(including bioretention cells, green roofs, and pervious pavement, among 
other approaches) can reduce runoff and improve ground water recharge and 
stream base flows in local streams, although care must be taken to avoid 
ground water contamination; 


e) Attenuating flow using open vegetated swales and natural depressions can 
reduce in-stream impacts of erosive flows; 


f) Conserving and/or restoring riparian buffers will help protect streams from 
stormwater runoff and improve water quality; and 


g) Using treatment interceptors (e.g., swirl separators and sand filters) may be 
appropriate in some instances to minimize the discharge of pollutants. 


2. Non-Numeric Technology-based Effluent Limits 
a) Minimize Exposure:  The permittee must minimize the exposure of 


manufacturing, processing, and material storage areas (including loading and 
unloading, storage, disposal, cleaning, maintenance, and fueling operations) to 
rain, snow, snowmelt, and runoff in order to minimize pollutant discharges by 
either locating these industrial materials and activities inside or protecting 
them with storm resistant coverings. Unless infeasible, the permittee must 
also: 
(i) Use grading, berming or curbing to prevent runoff of contaminated 


flows and divert run-on away from these areas;  
(ii) Locate materials, equipment, and activities so that potential leaks and 


spills are contained or able to be contained or diverted before 
discharge; 


(iii) Clean up spills and leaks promptly using dry methods (e.g., 
absorbents) to prevent the discharge of pollutants; 


(iv) Store leaky vehicles and equipment indoors or, if stored outdoors, use 
drip pans and absorbents; 


(v) Use spill/overflow protection equipment; 
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(vi) Perform all vehicle and/or equipment cleaning operations indoors, 
under cover, or in bermed areas that prevent runoff and run-on and 
also that capture any overspray; and 


(vii) Drain fluids from equipment and vehicles that will be 
decommissioned, and, for any equipment and vehicles that will remain 
unused for extended periods of time, inspect at least monthly for leaks. 


b) Good Housekeeping. The permittee must keep clean all exposed areas that are 
potential sources of pollutants. The permittee must perform good 
housekeeping measures in order to minimize pollutant discharges, including 
but not limited to, the following: 
(i) Sweep or vacuum at regular intervals or, alternatively, wash down the 


area and collect and/or treat, and properly dispose of the washdown 
water; 


(ii) Store materials in appropriate containers; 
(iii) Keep all dumpster lids closed when not in use. For dumpsters and roll 


off boxes that do not have lids and could leak, ensure that discharges 
have a control (e.g., secondary containment, treatment). This permit 
does not authorize dry weather discharges from dumpsters or roll off 
boxes. 


(iv) Minimize the potential for waste, garbage and floatable debris to be 
discharged by keeping exposed areas free of such materials, or by 
intercepting them before they are discharged. 


(v) In areas where storage, loading and unloading, and material handling 
occur, perform good housekeeping to minimize the discharge of wood 
debris, leachate generated from decaying wood materials, and the 
generation of dust. 


c) Maintenance. The permittee must maintain all control measures that are used 
to achieve the effluent limits in this permit in effective operating condition, as 
well as all industrial equipment and systems, in order to minimize pollutant 
discharges. This includes: 
(i) Performing inspections and preventive maintenance of stormwater 


drainage, source controls, treatment systems, and plant equipment and 
systems that could fail and result in contamination of stormwater. 


(ii) Diligently maintaining non-structural control measures (e.g., keep spill 
response supplies available, personnel appropriately trained). 


(iii) Inspecting and maintaining baghouses at least quarterly to prevent the 
escape of dust from the system and immediately removing any 
accumulated dust at the base of the exterior baghouse. 


(iv) Cleaning catch basins when the depth of debris reaches two-thirds 
(2/3) of the sump depth and keeping the debris surface at least six 
inches below the lowest outlet pipe. 







Permit No.: ID0000019 
Page 10 of 47 


Preliminary Draft Permit 


d) Spill Prevention and Response:  The permittee must minimize the potential for 
leaks, spills and other releases that may be exposed to stormwater and develop 
plans for effective response to such spills if or when they occur in order to 
minimize pollutant discharges. The permittee must conduct spill prevention 
and response measures, including but not limited to, the following: 
(i) Plainly label containers (e.g., “Used Oil,” “Spent Solvents,” 


“Fertilizers and Pesticides”) that could be susceptible to spillage or 
leakage to encourage proper handling and facilitate rapid response if 
spills or leaks occur; 


(ii) Implement procedures for material storage and handling, including the 
use of secondary containment and barriers between material storage 
and traffic areas, or a similarly effective means designed to prevent the 
discharge of pollutants from these areas; 


(iii) Develop training on the procedures for expeditiously stopping, 
containing, and cleaning up leaks, spills, and other releases. As 
appropriate, execute such procedures as soon as possible; 


(iv) Keep spill kits on-site, located near areas where spills may occur or 
where a rapid response can be made; and 


(v) Notify appropriate facility personnel when a leak, spill, or other 
release occurs. 


e) The permittee must minimize erosion by stabilizing exposed soils at the 
facility in order to minimize pollutant discharges and placing flow velocity 
dissipation devices at discharge locations to minimize channel and streambank 
erosion and scour in the immediate vicinity of discharge points. The permittee 
must also use structural and non-structural control measures to minimize the 
discharge of sediment. If the permittee uses polymers and/or other chemical 
treatments as part of the controls, the permittee must identify the polymers 
and/or chemicals used and the purpose in the SWPPP. There are many 
resources available to help the permittee select appropriate BMPs for erosion 
and sediment control, including EPA’s Stormwater Discharges from 
Construction Activities website at: 
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-discharges-construction-activities.   


f) Management of Runoff:  The permittee must divert, infiltrate, reuse, contain, 
or otherwise reduce stormwater runoff to minimize pollutants in the 
discharges. In selecting, designing, installing, and implementing appropriate 
control measures, the permittee is encouraged to consult with EPA’s Internet-
based resources relating to runoff management, including the Industrial 
Stormwater Fact Sheet for timber products facilities 
(https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-
10/documents/sector_a_timber.pdf), the National Menu of Stormwater BMPs 
(https://www.epa.gov/npdes/national-menu-best-management-practices-bmps-
stormwater ), and National Management Measures to Control Nonpoint 



https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-discharges-construction-activities

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/sector_a_timber.pdf

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/sector_a_timber.pdf

https://www.epa.gov/npdes/national-menu-best-management-practices-bmps-stormwater

https://www.epa.gov/npdes/national-menu-best-management-practices-bmps-stormwater
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Source Pollution from Urban Areas (https://www.epa.gov/nps/urban-runoff-
national-management-measures). 


g) Salt Storage Piles or Piles Containing Salt. The permittee must enclose or 
cover storage piles of salt, or piles containing salt, used for deicing or other 
commercial or industrial purposes, including maintenance of paved surfaces, 
in order to minimize pollutant discharges. The permittee must implement 
appropriate measures (e.g., good housekeeping, diversions, containment) to 
minimize exposure resulting from adding to or removing materials from the 
pile. Piles do not need to be enclosed or covered pursuant to this permit if 
stormwater runoff from the piles is not discharged or if discharges from the 
piles are authorized under another NPDES permit. 


h) Employee Training: The permittee must train all employees who work in 
areas where industrial materials or activities are exposed to stormwater, or 
who are responsible for implementing activities necessary to meet the 
conditions of this permit (e.g., inspectors, maintenance personnel), including 
all members of the stormwater pollution prevention team. The permittee must 
ensure the following personnel understand the requirements of this permit and 
their specific responsibilities with respect to those requirements: 
(i) Personnel who are responsible for the design, installation, 


maintenance, and/or repair of controls (including pollution prevention 
measures); 


(ii) Personnel responsible for the storage and handling of chemicals and 
materials that could become contaminants in stormwater discharges; 


(iii) Personnel who are responsible for conducting and documenting 
monitoring and inspections as required in Parts I.B, I.D, and I.C.3; and 


(iv) Personnel who are responsible for taking and documenting corrective 
actions as required in Part I.C.4. 


(v) Personnel must be trained in at least the following if related to the 
scope of their job duties (e.g., only personnel responsible for 
conducting inspections need to understand how to conduct 
inspections): 


• An overview of what is in the SWPPP; 


• Spill response procedures, good housekeeping, maintenance 
requirements, and material management practices; 


• The location of all controls on the site required by this permit, 
and how they are to be maintained; 


• The proper procedures to follow with respect to the permit’s 
pollution prevention requirements; and 


• When and how to conduct inspections, record applicable 
findings, and take corrective actions. 



https://www.epa.gov/nps/urban-runoff-national-management-measures

https://www.epa.gov/nps/urban-runoff-national-management-measures
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i) Non-Stormwater Discharges. The permittee must evaluate for the presence of 
non-stormwater discharges. Any non-stormwater discharges not explicitly 
authorized in Part I.A or covered by another NPDES permit must be 
eliminated. This includes vehicle and equipment/tank wash water. If not 
covered under a separate NPDES permit, wastewater, wash water and any 
other unauthorized non-stormwater must be discharged to a sanitary sewer in 
accordance with applicable industrial pretreatment requirements, or otherwise 
disposed of appropriately. 


j) Dust Generation and Vehicle Tracking of Industrial Materials. The permittee 
must minimize generation of dust and off-site tracking of raw, final, or waste 
materials in order to minimize pollutant discharges. 


3. Stormwater inspections 
a) Routine Facility Inspections:  During normal facility operating hours the 


permittee must conduct inspections of areas of the facility covered by the 
requirements in this permit, including, but not limited to, the following: 
(i) Areas where industrial materials or activities are exposed to 


stormwater; 
(ii) Areas identified in the SWPPP and those that are potential pollutant 


sources; 
(iii) Areas where spills and leaks have occurred in the past three years; 
(iv) Discharge points; and 
(v) Control measures used to comply with the effluent limits contained in 


this permit. 
b) Inspections must be conducted at least monthly. Increased frequency may be 


appropriate for some types of equipment, processes and stormwater control 
measures, or areas of the facility with significant activities and materials 
exposed to stormwater. At least once each calendar year, the routine 
inspection must be conducted during a period when a stormwater discharge is 
occurring. 


c) Inspections must be performed by personnel who are knowledgeable in the 
principles and practices of industrial stormwater controls and pollution 
prevention, and who possess the education and ability to assess conditions at 
the industrial facility that could impact stormwater quality, and the education 
and ability to assess the effectiveness of stormwater controls selected and 
installed to meet the requirements of the permit, with at least one member of 
the permittee’s stormwater pollution prevention team participating. Inspectors 
must consider the results of visual and analytical monitoring (if any) for the 
past year when planning and conducting inspections. 


d) During the inspection the permittee must examine or look out for the 
following: 
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(i) Industrial materials, residue or trash that may have or could contact 
stormwater; 


(ii) Leaks or spills from industrial equipment, drums, tanks and other 
containers; 


(iii) Offsite tracking of industrial or waste materials, or sediment where 
vehicles enter or exit the site; 


(iv) Tracking or blowing of raw, final or waste materials from areas of no 
exposure to exposed areas; and, 


(v) Control measures needing replacement, maintenance or repair. 
e) During an inspection occurring during a stormwater event or discharge, 


control measures implemented to comply with effluent limits must be 
observed to ensure they are functioning correctly. Discharge points must also 
be observed during this inspection. If such discharge locations are 
inaccessible, nearby downstream locations must be inspected. 


f) Routine Facility Inspection Documentation:  The permittee must document 
the findings of the permittee’s facility inspections and maintain this report 
with the SWPPP as required in II.C.11. Do not submit the routine facility 
inspection report to the EPA, unless specifically requested to do so. However, 
the permittee must summarize the findings in the annual report per II.C.12. 
Document all findings, including but not limited to, the following information: 
(i) The inspection date and time; 
(ii) The name(s) and signature(s) of the inspector(s); 
(iii) Weather information; 
(iv) All observations relating to the implementation of control measures at 


the facility, including: 


• A description of any discharges occurring at the time of the 
inspection; 


• Any previously unidentified discharges from and/or pollutants 
at the site; 


• Any evidence of, or the potential for, pollutants entering the 
drainage system; 


• Observations regarding the physical condition of and around all 
outfalls, including any flow dissipation devices, and evidence 
of pollutants in discharges and/or the receiving water; 


• Any control measures needing maintenance, repairs, or 
replacement; 


(v) Any additional control measures needed to comply with the permit 
requirements; 


(vi) Any incidents of noncompliance; and 
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(vii) A statement signed and certified in accordance with Part V.E. 
g) Any corrective action required as a result of a routine facility inspection must 


be performed consistent with Part I.C.4 of this permit. 
4. Stormwater Corrective Actions 


a) Conditions requiring SWPPP review and revision to ensure effluent limits are 
met:  When any of the following conditions occur or are detected during an 
inspection, monitoring or other means, or the EPA or the Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
informs the permittee that any of the following conditions have occurred, the 
permittee must review and revise, as appropriate, the SWPPP (e.g., sources of 
pollution; spill and leak procedures; non-stormwater discharges; the selection, 
design, installation and implementation of the permittee’s control measures) 
so that this permit’s effluent limits are met and pollutant discharges are 
minimized. 
(i) An unauthorized release or discharge (e.g., spill, leak, or discharge of 


non-stormwater not authorized by this permit to a water of the U.S.) 
occurs at the facility; 


(ii) A stormwater discharge violates a numeric effluent limit; 
(iii) The permittee’s control measures are not stringent enough for the 


discharge to meet applicable water quality standards or the non-
numeric effluent limits in this permit; 


(iv) A required control measure was never installed, was installed 
incorrectly, or is not being properly operated or maintained; or, 


(v) Whenever a visual assessment shows evidence of stormwater pollution 
(e.g., color, odor, floating solids, settled solids, suspended solids, 
foam). 


b) Conditions Requiring SWPPP Review to Determine if Modifications Are 
Necessary. If any of the following conditions occur, the permittee must review 
the SWPPP (e.g., sources of pollution, spill and leak procedures, non-
stormwater discharges, selection, design, installation and implementation of 
the permittee’s control measures) to determine if modifications are necessary 
to meet the effluent limits in this permit: 
(i) Construction or a change in design, operation, or maintenance at the 


facility that significantly changes the nature of pollutants discharged in 
stormwater from the facility, or significantly increases the quantity of 
pollutants discharged. 


c) Corrective Actions and Deadlines 
(i) Immediate Actions:  If corrective action is needed, the permittee must 


immediately take all reasonable steps necessary to minimize or prevent 
the discharge of pollutants until a permanent solution is installed and 
made operational, including cleaning up any contaminated surfaces so 
that the material will not discharge in subsequent storm events. 
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(ii) Subsequent Actions:  If the permittee determines that additional 
actions are necessary beyond those implemented pursuant to Part 
I.C.4.c)(i), the permittee must complete the corrective actions (e.g., 
install a new or modified control and make it operational, complete the 
repair) before the next storm event if possible, and within 14 calendar 
days from the time of discovery of the corrective action condition. If it 
is infeasible to complete the corrective action within 14 calendar days, 
the permittee must document why it is infeasible to complete the 
corrective action within the 14-day timeframe. The permittee must also 
identify the schedule for completing the work, which must be done as 
soon as practicable after the 14-day timeframe but no longer than 45 
days after discovery. If the completion of corrective action will exceed 
the 45 day timeframe, the permittee may take the minimum additional 
time necessary to complete the corrective action, provided that the 
permittee notifies the EPA of its intention to exceed 45 days, the 
rationale for an extension, and a completion date, which the permittee 
must also include in its corrective action documentation (see Part 
I.C.4.d)). Where the permittee’s corrective actions result in changes to 
any of the controls or procedures documented in the SWPPP, the 
permittee must modify the SWPPP accordingly within 14 calendar 
days of completing corrective action work.  These time intervals are 
not grace periods, but are schedules considered reasonable for 
documenting the permittee’s findings and for making repairs and 
improvements. They are included in this permit to ensure that the 
conditions prompting the need for these repairs and improvements do 
not persist indefinitely. 


d) Corrective Action Documentation:  The permittee must document the 
existence of any of the conditions listed in Parts I.C.4.a) or I.C.4.b) within 24 
hours of becoming aware of such condition. The permittee is not required to 
submit its corrective action documentation to the EPA, unless specifically 
requested to do so. However, the permittee must summarize the findings in the 
annual report per II.C.12. Include the following information in the 
documentation: 
(i) Description of the condition triggering the need for corrective action 


review. For any spills or leaks, include the following information: a 
description of the incident including material, date/time, amount, 
location, and reason for spill, and any leaks, spills or other releases 
that resulted in discharges of pollutants to waters of U.S., through 
stormwater or otherwise; 


(ii) Date the condition was identified; 
(iii) Description of immediate actions taken pursuant to Part I.C.4.c)(i) to 


minimize or prevent the discharge of pollutants. For any spills or 
leaks, include response actions, the date/time clean-up completed, 
notifications made, and staff involved. Also include any measures 
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taken to prevent the reoccurrence of such releases (see Part I.C.2.e); 
and 


(iv) A statement signed and certified in accordance with Part V.E. 
(v) The permittee must also document the corrective actions taken or to be 


taken as a result of the conditions listed in Part I.C.4.a) or I.C.4.b) (or, 
for triggering events in Part I.C.4.b) where the permittee determines 
that corrective action is not necessary, the basis for this determination) 
within 14 days from the time of discovery of any of those conditions. 
Provide the dates when each corrective action was initiated and 
completed (or is expected to be completed). If applicable, document 
why it is infeasible to complete the necessary installations or repairs 
within the 14-day timeframe and document the schedule for installing 
the controls and making them operational as soon as practicable after 
the 14-day timeframe. If the permittee notified EPA regarding an 
extension of the 45-day timeframe, the permittee must document the 
rationale for an extension. 


D. Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing Requirements 
The permittee must conduct chronic toxicity tests on effluent samples from outfall 
001.  Testing must be conducted in accordance with subsections 1 through 8, below. 
1. A split of each sample collected must be analyzed for the chemical and physical 


parameters required in Part 1.B. above.  When the timing of sample collection 
coincides with that of the sampling required in Part I.B, analysis of the split 
sample will fulfill the requirements of Part I.B. as well. 


2. Chronic Test Species and Methods 
a) For Outfall 001, short-term chronic toxicity tests must be conducted twice per 


year. 
b) The permittee must conduct the following two chronic toxicity tests on each 


sample, using the following species and protocols:  
Table 2:  Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity Tests and Methods 


Freshwater Chronic Toxicity Tests Species Method 


Fathead minnow larval survival and growth test 
(method 1000.0) 


Pimephales promelas EPA-821-R-02-013  


Daphnid survival and reproduction test (method 
1002.0) 


Ceriodaphnia dubia EPA-821-R-02-013 


c) The presence of chronic toxicity must be determined as specified in the 
respective methods manuals corresponding to the required test method.   


d) Results must be reported in TUc (chronic toxic units), which is defined as 
follows: 
(i) For survival endpoints, TUc = 100/NOEC.   
(ii) For all other test endpoints, TUc = 100/IC25. 
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(iii) IC25 means “25% inhibition concentration.”  The IC25 is a point 
estimate of the toxicant concentration, expressed in percent effluent, 
that causes a 25% reduction in a non-quantal biological measurement 
(e.g., reproduction or growth) calculated from a continuous model 
(e.g., Interpolation Method). 


(iv) NOEC means “no observed effect concentration.”  The NOEC is the 
highest concentration of toxicant, expressed in percent effluent, to 
which organisms are exposed in a chronic toxicity test [full life-cycle 
or partial life-cycle (short term) test], that causes no observable 
adverse effects on the test organisms (i.e., the highest concentration of 
effluent in which the values for the observed responses are not 
statistically significantly different from the controls). 


3. Toxicity Trigger:  The chronic toxicity trigger is defined as toxicity exceeding 
38.9 TUc. 


4. Quality Assurance 
a) The toxicity testing on each organism must include a series of six test 


dilutions and a control. The dilution series must include 100, 50, 25, 12.5, 
6.25 and the receiving water concentration (RWC), which is 2.6% effluent. 


b) All quality assurance criteria and statistical analyses used for acute tests and 
reference toxicant tests must be in accordance with Methods for Measuring 
the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater and 
Marine Organisms, Fifth Edition, EPA/821-R-02-012, October 2002 and the 
individual test protocol.  All quality assurance criteria and statistical analyses 
used for chronic tests and reference toxicant tests must be in accordance with 
Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms, Fourth Edition, EPA/821-R-02-
013, October 2002, and individual test protocols. 


c) In addition to those quality assurance measures specified in the methodology, 
the following quality assurance procedures must be followed: 
(i) If organisms are not cultured in-house, concurrent testing with 


reference toxicants must be conducted.  If organisms are cultured in-
house, monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference 
toxicant tests must be conducted using the same test conditions as the 
effluent toxicity tests. 


(ii) If either of the reference toxicant tests or the effluent tests do not meet 
all test acceptability criteria as specified in the test methods manual, 
the permittee must re-sample and re-test within 14 days of receipt of 
the test results. 


(iii) Control and dilution water must be receiving water or lab water, as 
appropriate, as described in the manual.  If the dilution water used is 
different from the culture water, a second control, using culture water 
must also be used.  Receiving water may be used as control and 
dilution water upon notification of EPA and The Coeur d’Alene Tribe.  
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In no case shall water that has not met test acceptability criteria be 
used for either dilution or control. 


5. Accelerated Testing. 
a) If acute or chronic toxicity is detected above the trigger specified in paragraph 


I.D.3., the permittee must conduct four (see also Part C.5.d., below) more 
biweekly tests over an eight-week period.  This accelerated testing must be 
initiated within two weeks of receipt of the test results that indicate an 
exceedence. 


b) The permittee must notify EPA of the exceedence in writing within two weeks 
of receipt of the test results.  The notification must include the following 
information: 
(i) A status report on any actions required by the permit, with a schedule 


for actions not yet completed. 
(ii) A description of any additional actions the permittee has taken or will 


take to investigate and correct the cause(s) of the toxicity. 
(iii) Where no actions have been taken, a discussion of the reasons for not 


taking action. 
c) If none of the four accelerated tests exceed the toxicity trigger, the permittee 


may return to the normal testing frequency.  If any of the four tests exceed the 
trigger, then the TRE requirements in Part I.B.6., shall apply. 


d) Initial Investigation.  If the permittee demonstrates through an evaluation of 
facility operations that the cause of the exceedence is known and corrective 
actions have been implemented, only one accelerated test is necessary.  If 
toxicity exceeding the trigger is detected in this test, then the TRE 
requirements in Part I.D.6 shall apply. 


6. Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) and Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
(TIE): 
a) If acute or chronic toxicity triggers are exceeded during accelerated testing 


under Part I.D.5, the permittee must initiate a toxicity reduction evaluation 
(TRE) in accordance with Generalized Methodology for Conducting 
Industrial Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070) within two 
weeks of the exceedence.  At a minimum, the TRE must include: 
(i) Further actions to investigate and identify the cause of toxicity; 
(ii) Actions the permittee will take to mitigate the impact of the discharge 


and to prevent the recurrence of toxicity; and 
(iii) A schedule for these actions. 


b) If a TRE is initiated prior to completion of the accelerated testing, the 
accelerated testing schedule may be terminated, or used as necessary in 
performing the TRE. 
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c) The permittee may initiate a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) as part 
of the TRE process.  Any TIE must be performed in accordance with EPA 
guidance manuals, Toxicity Identification Evaluation; Characterization of 
Chronically Toxic Effluents, Phase I (EPA/600/6-91/005F), Methods for 
Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II: Toxicity Identification 
Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-
92/080), and Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase 
III: Toxicity Confirmation Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and 
Chronic Toxicity (EPA-600/R-92/081). 


7. Reporting 
a) The permittee must submit the results of the toxicity tests with the discharge 


monitoring reports (DMR) for the month following sample collection. 
b) The permittee must submit the results of any accelerated testing under Part 


I.D.5, within 2 weeks of receipt of the results from the lab.  The full report 
must be submitted within 4 weeks of receipt of the results from the lab.  In an 
initial investigation indicates the source of toxicity and accelerated testing is 
unnecessary, the result of the investigation must be submitted with the DMR 
for the month following completion of the investigation. 


c) The report of toxicity test results must include all relevant information 
outlined in Section 10, Report Preparation, of Short-Term Methods for 
Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
Freshwater Organisms, Fourth Edition, EPA/821-R-02-013, October 2002.  In 
addition to toxicity test results, the permittee must report:  dates of sample 
collection and initiation of each test; the toxicity triggers as defined in 
paragraph I.D.3; flow rate at the time of sample collection; and the results of 
the monitoring required in Part I.B. 


d) The permittee may submit the toxicity testing as an electronic attachment to 
NetDMR. The file name of the electronic attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_Bioassay_02610, where YYYY_MM_DD is 
the date that the permittee submits the report.  


E. Surface Water Monitoring 
The permittee must conduct surface water monitoring.  Surface water monitoring 
must start within 120 days after the effective date of the permit and continue for as 
long as the permit remains in effect.  The program must meet the following 
requirements: 
1. Monitoring stations must be established in the St. Joe River at the following 


locations: 
a) Above the influence of the facility’s discharge, and 
b) below the facility’s discharge, at a point where the effluent and the St. Joe 


River are completely mixed. 
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2. The permittee must seek written approval of the surface water monitoring stations 
from the Coeur d’Alene Tribe. 


3. A failure to obtain the Coeur d’Alene Tribe approval of surface water monitoring 
stations does not relieve the permittee of the surface water monitoring 
requirements of this permit. 


4. To the extent practicable, surface water sample collection must occur on the same 
day as effluent sample collection. 


5. All ambient samples must be grab samples. 
6. Aluminum and manganese must be analyzed as total recoverable. 
7. Samples must be analyzed for the parameters listed in Table 3, and must achieve 


method detection limits (MDLs) that are equivalent to or less than those listed in 
Table 3.  The permittee may request different MDLs.  The request must be in 
writing and must be approved by EPA. 


Table 3:  Surface Water Monitoring 
Parameter Units Frequency2 Sample Locations Minimum Level3 (ML) 


Temperature (July 1 – 
September 30) °C Continuous Upstream +/- 0.2 °C 


Aluminum µg/L 3/year Upstream 10 
Manganese µg/L 3/year Upstream 0.5 


Footnotes:  
1. The sampling type is by grab sampling for all parameters listed in table, except for continuous temperature monitoring.  
2. 3/year sampling frequency is defined as December, February, and May of each year.  
3. The Minimum Level must be no greater than listed.  


8. Quality assurance/quality control plans for all the monitoring must be documented 
in the Quality Assurance Plan required under Part II.A., “Quality Assurance 
Plan”. 


9. Submission of Surface Water Monitoring  
a) The permittee must submit all surface water monitoring results for the 


previous calendar year for all parameters in an annual report to EPA and the 
Coeur d’Alene Tribe by January 31st of the following year and with the 
application (see Part V.B of this permit, Duty to Reapply).  The file must be in 
the format of one analytical result per row and include the following 
information: name and contact information of laboratory, sample 
identification number, sample location in latitude and longitude (decimal 
degrees format), method of location determination (i.e., GPS, survey etc.), 
date and time of sample collection, water quality parameter (or characteristic 
being measured), analysis result, result units, detection limit and definition 
(i.e., MDL etc.), analytical method, date completed, and any applicable notes.  


b) The permittee may submit the surface water monitoring report as an 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic attachment must be as 
follows: YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_SWMRP, where YYYY_MM_DD is 
the date that the permittee submits the report.   
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II. Special Conditions 


A. Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) 
The permittee must develop a quality assurance plan (QAP) for all monitoring 
required by this permit. Any existing QAPs may be modified for compliance with this 
section. 
Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the permittee must submit written 
notice to EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe that the QAP has been developed and 
implemented. The permittee may submit written notification as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic attachment must be as 
follows: YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_QAP_55099, where YYYY_MM_DD is the 
date that the permittee submits the written notification. The plan must be retained on 
site and made available to EPA and/or the Coeur d’Alene Tribe upon request.  
1. The QAP must be designed to assist in planning for the collection and analysis of 


effluent and receiving water samples in support of the permit and in explaining 
data anomalies when they occur. 


2. Throughout all sample collection and analysis activities, the permittee must use 
the EPA-approved QA/QC and chain-of-custody procedures described in EPA 
Requirements for Quality Assurance Project Plans (EPA/QA/R-5) and Guidance 
for Quality Assurance Project Plans (EPA/QA/G-5).  The QAP must be prepared 
in the format that is specified in these documents. 


3. At a minimum, the QAP must include the following: 
a) Details on the number of samples, type of sample containers, preservation of 


samples, holding times, analytical methods, analytical detection and 
quantitation limits for each target compound, type and number of quality 
assurance field samples, precision and accuracy requirements, sample 
preparation requirements, sample shipping methods, and laboratory data 
delivery requirements. 


b) Map(s) indicating the location of each sampling point. 
c) Qualification and training of personnel. 
d) Name(s), address(es) and telephone number(s) of the laboratories used by or 


proposed to be used by the permittee. 
4. The permittee must amend the QAP whenever there is a modification in sample 


collection, sample analysis, or other procedure addressed by the QAP. 
5. Copies of the QAP must be kept on site and made available to EPA and/or the 


Coeur d’Alene Tribe upon request. 


B. Total Suspended Solids Schedule of Compliance 
1. The permittee must achieve compliance with the total suspended solids limitations 


of Part I.B. (Table 1), by 5 years after the effective date of the final permit. 
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2. The permittee must submit an Annual Report of Progress which outlines the 
progress made towards reaching the compliance date for the total suspended 
solids effluent limitations.  The annual Report of Progress must be submitted by 
insert date one year after effective date of permit of each year.  The first report is 
due insert date one year after effective date of permit and annually thereafter, until 
compliance with the total suspended solids effluent limits is achieved. The 
permittee may submit the annual report as an attachment to the DMR. The file 
name of the electronic attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_Progress_CS010, where YYYY_MM_DD is the 
date that the permittee submits the written notification. See also Part III.J., 
“Compliance Schedules”.  At a minimum, the annual report must include: 
a) An assessment of the previous year of TSS data and comparison to the 


effluent limitations. 
b) A report on progress made towards meeting the effluent limitations. 
c) Further actions and milestones targeted for the upcoming year. 


C. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
The permittee must have a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Any 
existing SWPPP must be reviewed and updated to implement the applicable 
provisions of this permit.  The SWPPP is intended to document the selection, design, 
and installation of control measures to meet the permit’s stormwater effluent limits. 
As distinct from the SWPPP, the additional documentation requirements (see Part 
II.C.11) are intended to document the implementation (including inspection, 
maintenance, monitoring, and corrective action) of the permit requirements.  The 
permittee must submit written notification that a SWPPP consistent with the 
requirements of this permit has been developed within 180 days of the effective date 
of this permit.  The permittee may submit written notification as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic attachment must be as 
follows: YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_62199_SWPPP, where YYYY_MM_DD is 
the date that the permittee submits the written notification.   
1. Persons Responsible for SWPPP Preparation:  The SWPPP must be prepared in 


accordance with good engineering practices and to industry standards. The 
SWPPP may be developed by either a person on the permittee’s staff or a third 
party hired by the permittee, but it must be developed by a person knowledgeable 
in the principles and practices of industrial stormwater controls and pollution 
prevention, and possesses the education and ability to assess conditions at the 
industrial facility that could impact stormwater quality, and the education and 
ability to assess the effectiveness of stormwater controls selected and installed to 
meet the requirements of the permit and must be certified per the signature 
requirements in Part V.E. If EPA concludes that the SWPPP is not in compliance 
with Part II.C.2 of this permit, EPA may require the SWPPP to be reviewed, 
amended as necessary, and certified by a Professional Engineer with the education 
and experience necessary to prepare an adequate SWPPP. 


2. Contents of SWPPP:  The SWPPP must contain the following elements: 
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a) Stormwater pollution prevention team (see Part II.C.3); 
b) Site description (see Part II.C.4); 
c) Summary of potential pollutant sources (see Part II.C.5); 
d) Description of control measures (see Part II.C.6); 
e) Schedules and procedures (see Part II.C.7 and II.C.8); 
f) Signatory requirements (see Part V.E); 
g) If the SWPPP refers to procedures in other facility documents, such as a Spill 


Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, an Environmental 
Management System (EMS), or a Best Management Practices (BMP) Plan, 
copies of the relevant portions of those documents must be kept with the 
SWPPP. 


3. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Team:  The permittee must identify the staff 
members (by name or title) that comprise the facility’s stormwater pollution 
prevention team as well as their individual responsibilities. The stormwater 
pollution prevention team is responsible for overseeing development of the 
SWPPP, any modifications to it, and for implementing and maintaining control 
measures and taking corrective actions when required. Each member of the 
stormwater pollution prevention team must have ready access to either an 
electronic or paper copy of applicable portions of this permit, the most updated 
copy of the SWPPP, and other relevant documents or information that must be 
kept with the SWPPP. 


4. Site Description:  The SWPPP must include the following: 
a) Activities at the Facility. Provide a description of the nature of the industrial 


activities at the facility. 
b) General location map. Provide a general location map with enough detail to 


identify the location of the facility and all receiving waters for stormwater 
discharges. 


c) Site map. Provide a map showing: 
(i) Boundaries of the property and the size of the property in acres; 
(ii) Location and extent of significant structures and impervious surfaces; 
(iii) Directions of stormwater flow (use arrows); 
(iv) Locations of all stormwater control measures; 
(v) Locations of all receiving waters, including wetlands, in the immediate 


vicinity of the facility. Indicate which waterbodies are listed as 
impaired; 


(vi) Locations of all stormwater conveyances including ditches, pipes, and 
swales; 


(vii) Locations of potential pollutant sources identified under PartII.C.5.b); 
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(viii) Locations where significant spills or leaks identified under Part 
II.C.5.c) have occurred; 


(ix) Locations of all stormwater monitoring points; 
(x) Locations of stormwater inlets and outfalls, with a unique 


identification code for each outfall (e.g., Outfall 001, 002), and an 
approximate outline of the areas draining to each outfall; 


(xi) If applicable, municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) and 
where this facility’s stormwater discharges to them; 


(xii) Areas of designated critical habitat for endangered or threatened 
species, if applicable. 


(xiii) Locations of the following activities where such activities are exposed 
to precipitation: 


• fueling stations; 


• vehicle and equipment maintenance and/or cleaning areas; 


• loading/unloading areas; 


• locations used for the treatment, storage, or disposal of wastes; 


• liquid storage tanks; 


• processing and storage areas; 


• immediate access roads and rail lines used or traveled by 
carriers of raw materials, manufactured products, waste 
material, or by-products used or created by the facility; 


• transfer areas for substances in bulk; 


• machinery; 


• locations and sources of run-on to the site from adjacent 
property that contains significant quantities of pollutants. 


5. Summary of Potential Pollutant Sources:  The permittee must describe areas at the 
facility where industrial materials or activities are exposed to stormwater or from 
which allowable non-stormwater discharges originate. Industrial materials or 
activities include, but are not limited to: material handling equipment or activities; 
industrial machinery; raw materials; industrial production and processes; and 
intermediate products, by-products, final products, and waste products. Material 
handling activities include, but are not limited to: the storage, loading and 
unloading, transportation, disposal, or conveyance of any raw material, 
intermediate product, final product or waste product. For structures located in 
areas of industrial activity, the permittee must be aware that the structures 
themselves are potential sources of pollutants. This could occur, for example, 
when metals such as aluminum or copper are leached from the structures as a 
result of acid rain. For each area identified, the description must include: 
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a) Activities in the area:  A list of the industrial activities exposed to stormwater 
(e.g., material storage; equipment fueling, maintenance, and cleaning; cutting 
steel beams). 


b) Pollutants:  A list of the pollutant(s) or pollutant constituents (e.g., crankcase 
oil, zinc, sulfuric acid, cleaning solvents) associated with each identified 
activity, which could be exposed to rainfall or snowmelt and could be 
discharged from the facility. The pollutant list must include all significant 
materials that have been handled, treated, stored or disposed, and that have 
been exposed to stormwater in the three years prior to the date the permittee 
prepared or amended the SWPPP. 


c) The permittee must document where potential spills and leaks could occur that 
could contribute pollutants to stormwater discharges, and the corresponding 
outfall(s) that would be affected by such spills and leaks. The permittee must 
document all significant spills and leaks of oil or toxic or hazardous 
substances that actually occurred at exposed areas, or that drained to a 
stormwater conveyance, in the three years prior to the date the permittee 
prepared or amended the SWPPP. 


d) The permittee must document that you have evaluated for the presence of 
unauthorized non-stormwater discharges.  Documentation of the evaluation 
must include: 
(i) The date of the evaluation; 
(ii) A description of the evaluation criteria used; 
(iii) A list of the outfalls or onsite drainage points that were directly 


observed during the evaluation; and 
(iv) The action(s) taken, such as a list of control measures used to 


eliminate unauthorized discharge(s), or documentation that a separate 
NPDES permit was obtained. For example, a floor drain was sealed, a 
sink drain was re-routed to sanitary, or an NPDES permit application 
was submitted for an unauthorized cooling water discharge. 


e) The permittee must document the location of any storage piles containing salt 
used for deicing or other commercial or industrial purposes. 


f) Existing dischargers must summarize all stormwater discharge sampling data 
collected at the facility during the previous permit term. The summary shall 
include a narrative description (and may include data tables/figures) that 
adequately summarizes the collected sampling data to support identification of 
potential pollution sources at the facility. New dischargers and new sources 
must provide a summary of any available stormwater runoff data they may 
have. 


6. Description of Control Measures to Meet Technology-Based and Water Quality-
Based Effluent Limits:  The permittee must document the location and type of 
control measures the permittee has specifically chosen and/or designed to comply 
with the: 
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a) Numeric effluent limits in Part I.B. 
b) Non-numeric technology-based effluent limits in Part I.C.2. 
c) Regarding the control measures, the permittee must also document, as 


appropriate: 
(i) How the permittee addressed the selection and design considerations 


in Part I.C.1; 
(ii) How they address the pollutant sources identified in Part II.C.5. 


7. Schedules and procedures pertaining to control measures:  The following must be 
documented in the SWPPP. 
a) Good Housekeeping (See Part I.C.2.c)) – A schedule or the convention used 


for determining when pickup and disposal of waste materials occurs. Also 
provide a schedule for routine inspections for leaks and conditions of drums, 
tanks and containers. 


b) Maintenance (See Part I.C.2.d)) – Preventative maintenance procedures, 
including regular inspections, testing, maintenance and repair of all control 
measures to avoid situations that may result in leaks, spills, and other releases, 
and any back-up practices in place should a runoff event occur while a control 
measure is off-line. The SWPPP must include the schedule or frequency for 
maintaining all control measures used to comply with the effluent limits in 
Part I.C; 


c) Spill Prevention and Response Procedures (See Part I.C.5) – Procedures for 
preventing and responding to spills and leaks, including notification 
procedures. For preventing spills, include in the SWPPP the control measures 
for material handling and storage, and the procedures for preventing spills that 
can contaminate stormwater. Also specify cleanup equipment, procedures and 
spill logs, as appropriate, in the event of spills. The permittee may reference 
the existence of other plans for Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure 
(SPCC) developed for the facility under section 311 of the CWA or BMP 
programs otherwise required by an NPDES permit for the facility, provided 
that the permittee keeps a copy of that other plan onsite and make it available 
for review consistent with Part II.C.10; 


d) Erosion and Sediment Controls (Part I.C.2.f)) – If the permittee uses polymers 
and/or other chemical treatments as part of its controls, the permittee must 
identify the polymers and/or chemicals used and the purpose; 


e) Employee Training (Part I.C.2.h)) – The elements of the employee training 
plan must include all, but not be limited to, the requirements set forth in Part 
I.C.2.h), and also the following: 
(i) The content of the training; 
(ii) The frequency/schedule of training for employees who work in areas 


where industrial materials or activities are exposed to stormwater, or 
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who are responsible for implementing activities necessary to meet the 
conditions of this permit; 


(iii) A log of the dates on which specific employees received training. 
8. Schedules and procedures pertaining to inspections and assessments:  The 


permittee must document in the SWPPP the procedures for performing, as 
appropriate, the types of inspections specified by this permit, including routine 
facility inspections (see Part I.C.3.a)).  For each type of inspection performed, the 
SWPPP must identify: 
a) Person(s) or positions of person(s) responsible for inspection; 
b) Schedules for conducting inspections; 
c) Specific items to be covered by the inspection, including schedules for 


specific outfalls. 
9. Required SWPPP Modifications:  The permittee must modify the SWPPP based 


on the corrective actions and deadlines required under Part I.C.4 and that the 
permittee documented under Part I.C.4.d). SWPPP modifications must be signed 
and dated in accordance with Part V.E. 


10. SWPPP Availability:  The permittee must retain a complete copy of the current 
SWPPP required by this permit at the facility in any accessible format. A 
complete SWPPP includes any documents incorporated by reference as well as 
the signed and dated certification page. Regardless of the format, the SWPPP 
must be immediately available to facility employees, the EPA, Ecology, the 
operator of an MS4 into which the permittee discharges, and representatives of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) at the time of an onsite inspection.  


11. Additional documentation requirements:  The permittee must keep the following 
inspection, monitoring, and certification records with the SWPPP that together 
keep the permittee’s records complete and up-to-date, and demonstrate the 
permittee’s full compliance with the conditions of this permit. 
a) Documentation of maintenance and repairs of control measures, including the 


date(s) of regular maintenance, date(s) of discovery of areas in need of 
repair/replacement, and for repairs, date(s) that the control measure(s) 
returned to full function, and the justification for any extended 
maintenance/repair schedules (see Part I.C.2.d)); 


b) All inspection reports, including the Routine Facility Inspection Reports (see 
Part I.C.3.a); 


c) Description of any deviations from the schedule for monitoring, and the 
reason for the deviations (e.g., adverse weather or it was impracticable to 
collect samples within the first 30 minutes of a measurable storm event); 


d) Corrective action documentation required per Part I.C.4.d); 
e) Documentation of any stormwater effluent limit violations or exceedances and 


the type of response to the exceedance that was employed. 
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12. Stormwater Annual Report:  The permittee must submit an Annual Report to EPA 
electronically, by February 20th for each year of permit coverage containing 
information related to the SWPPP generated from the past calendar year. The file 
name of the electronic attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_SWPPP_06001, where YYYY_MM_DD is the 
date that the permittee submits the written notification. The permittee must 
include the following information: 
a) A summary of the permittee’s past year’s routine facility inspection 


documentation (See I.C.3.f). 
b) A summary of the permittee’s past year’s corrective action documentation 


(see Part I.C.4.d)). If corrective action is not yet completed at the time of 
submission of the annual report, the permittee must describe the status of any 
outstanding corrective action(s). Also describe any incidents of 
noncompliance for stormwater discharges in the past year or currently 
ongoing, or if none, provide a statement that the permittee is in compliance 
with the permit. 


III. General Monitoring, Recording and Reporting Requirements 


A. Representative Sampling (Routine and Non-Routine Discharges) 
Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring must be 
representative of the monitored activity. 
In order to ensure that the effluent limits set forth in this permit are not violated at 
times other than when routine samples are taken, the permittee must collect additional 
samples at the appropriate outfall whenever any discharge occurs that may reasonably 
be expected to cause or contribute to a violation that is unlikely to be detected by a 
routine sample.  The permittee must analyze the additional samples for those 
parameters limited in Part I.B of this permit that are likely to be affected by the 
discharge. 
The permittee must collect such additional samples as soon as the spill, discharge, or 
bypassed effluent reaches the outfall.  The samples must be analyzed in accordance 
with paragraph III.C (“Monitoring Procedures”). The permittee must report all 
additional monitoring in accordance with paragraph III.D (“Additional Monitoring by 
Permittee”). 


B. Reporting of Monitoring Results 
The permittee must submit monitoring data and other reports electronically using 
NetDMR.  
1. Monitoring data must be submitted electronically to EPA no later than the 20th of 


the month following the completed reporting period. 
2. The permittee must sign and certify all DMRs, and all other reports, in accordance 


with the requirements of Part V.E, of this permit Signatory Requirements.   
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3. The permittee must submit copies of the DMRs and other reports to the Coeur 
d’Alene Tribe. 


4. Submittal of Reports as NetDMR Attachments. Unless otherwise specified in this 
permit, the permittee may submit all reports to EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe 
as NetDMR attachments rather than as hard copies. The file name of the 
electronic attachment must be as follows: YYYY_MM_DD_ID0000019_Report 
Type Name_Identifying Code, where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the 
permittee submits the attachment. 


5. The permittee may use NetDMR after requesting and receiving permission from 
US EPA Region 10.  NetDMR is accessed from: 
https://netdmr.epa.gov/netdmr/public/home.htm 


C. Monitoring Procedures 
Monitoring must be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR 
136, unless another method is required under 40 CFR subchapters N or O, or other 
test procedures have been specified in this permit or approved by EPA as an alternate 
test procedure under 40 CFR 136.5. 


D. Additional Monitoring by Permittee 
If the permittee monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by this permit, 
using test procedures approved under 40 CFR 136 or as specified in this permit, the 
permittee must include the results of this monitoring in the calculation and reporting 
of the data submitted in the DMR.  
Upon request by EPA, the permittee must submit results of any other sampling, 
regardless of the test method used. 


E. Records Contents 
Records of monitoring information must include: 
1. the date, exact place, and time of sampling and measurements; 
2. the name(s) of the individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements; 
3. the date(s) analyses were performed; 
4. the names of the individual(s) who performed the analyses; 
5. the analytical techniques or methods used; and 
6. the results of such analyses. 


F. Retention of Records 
The permittee must retain records of all monitoring information, including, all 
calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart recordings for 
continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all reports required by this permit, 
copies of DMRs, a copy of the NPDES permit, and records of all data used to 



https://netdmr.epa.gov/netdmr/public/home.htm
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complete the application for this permit, for a period of at least five years from the 
date of the sample, measurement, report or application.  This period may be extended 
by request of EPA or the Coeur d’Alene Tribe at any time. 


G. Twenty-four Hour Notice of Noncompliance Reporting 
1. The permittee must report the following occurrences of noncompliance by 


telephone within 24 hours from the time the permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstances: 
a) any noncompliance that may endanger health or the environment; 
b) any unanticipated bypass that exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit 


(See Part IV.F., “Bypass of Treatment Facilities”); 
c) any upset that exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit  (See Part IV.G., 


“Upset Conditions”); or 
d) any violation of a maximum daily discharge limitation for applicable 


pollutants identified by Part I.B.2. 
2. The permittee must also provide a written submission within five days of the time 


that the permittee becomes aware of any event required to be reported under 
subpart 1 above.  The written submission must contain: 
a) a description of the noncompliance and its cause; 
b) the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times; 
c) the estimated time noncompliance is expected to continue if it has not been 


corrected; and 
d) steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the 


noncompliance. 
3. The Director of the Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Division may waive 


the written report on a case-by-case basis if the oral report has been received 
within 24 hours by the NPDES Compliance Hotline in Seattle, Washington, by 
telephone, (206) 553-1846. 


4. Reports must be submitted to the addresses in Part III.B (“Reporting of 
Monitoring Results”). 


H. Other Noncompliance Reporting 
The permittee must report all instances of noncompliance, not required to be reported 
within 24 hours, at the time that monitoring reports for Part III.B (“Reporting of 
Monitoring Results”) are submitted.  The reports must contain the information listed 
in Part III.G.2 of this permit (“Twenty-four Hour Notice of Noncompliance 
Reporting”). 
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I. Changes in Discharge of Toxic Pollutants 
The permittee must notify the Director of the Water Division and the Coeur d’Alene 
Tribe as soon as it knows, or has reason to believe: 
1. That any activity has occurred or will occur that would result in the discharge, on 


a routine or frequent basis, of any toxic pollutant that is not limited in the 
permit, if that discharge may reasonably be expected to exceed the highest of the 
following “notification levels”: 
a) One hundred micrograms per liter (100 ug/l); 
b) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/l) for acrolein and acrylonitrile; 


five hundred micrograms per liter (500 ug/l) for 2,4-dinitrophenol and for 2-
methyl-4, 6-dinitrophenol; and one milligram per liter (1 mg/l) for antimony; 


c) Five (5) times the maximum concentration value reported for that pollutant in 
the permit application in accordance with 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7); or 


d) The level established by EPA in accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(f). 
2. That any activity has occurred or will occur that would result in any discharge, on 


a non-routine or infrequent basis, of any toxic pollutant that is not limited in the 
permit, if that discharge may reasonably be expected to exceed the highest of the 
following “notification levels”: 
a) Five hundred micrograms per liter (500 ug/l); 
b) One milligram per liter (1 mg/l) for antimony; 
c) Ten (10) times the maximum concentration value reported for that pollutant in 


the permit application in accordance with 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7); or 
d) The level established by EPA in accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(f). 


3. The permittee must submit the notification to the Water Division at the following 
address: 


US EPA Region 10 
Attn: NPDES Permitting Section Manager 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Suite 155, 19-C04 
Seattle, Washington  98101-3188 


J. Compliance Schedules 
Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, interim 
and final requirements contained in any compliance schedule of this permit must be 
submitted no later than 14 days following each schedule date. 
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IV. Compliance Responsibilities 


A. Duty to Comply 
The permittee must comply with all conditions of this permit.  Any permit 
noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Act and is grounds for enforcement 
action, for permit termination, revocation and reissuance, or modification, or for 
denial of a permit renewal application. 


B. Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions 
1. Civil and Administrative Penalties.  Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 19 and the Act, any 


person who violates section 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318 or 405 of the Act, or any 
permit condition or limitation implementing any such sections in a permit issued 
under section 402, or any requirement imposed in a pretreatment program 
approved under sections 402(a)(3) or 402(b)(8) of the Act, is subject to a civil 
penalty not to exceed the maximum amounts authorized by Section 309(d) of the 
Act and the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act (28 U.S.C. § 2461 
note) as amended by the Debt Collection Improvement Act (31 U.S.C. § 3701 
note) (currently $55,800 per day for each violation). 


2. Administrative Penalties.  Any person may be assessed an administrative penalty 
by the Administrator for violating section 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318 or 405 of 
this Act, or any permit condition or limitation implementing any of such sections 
in a permit issued under section 402 of this Act. Pursuant to 40 CFR 19 and the 
Act, administrative penalties for Class I violations are not to exceed the maximum 
amounts authorized by Section 309(g)(2)(A) of the Act and the Federal Civil 
Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act (28 U.S.C. § 2461 note) as amended by the 
Debt Collection Improvement Act (31 U.S.C. § 3701 note) (currently $22,320 per 
violation, with the maximum amount of any Class I penalty assessed not to 
exceed $55,800). Pursuant to 40 CFR 19 and the Act, penalties for Class II 
violations are not to exceed the maximum amounts authorized by Section 
309(g)(2)(B) of the Act and the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act 
(28 U.S.C. § 2461 note) as amended by the Debt Collection Improvement Act (31 
U.S.C. § 3701 note) (currently $22,320 per day for each day during which the 
violation continues, with the maximum amount of any Class II penalty not to 
exceed $278,995). 


3. Criminal Penalties: 
a) Negligent Violations.  The Act provides that any person who negligently 


violates sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act, or any 
condition or limitation implementing any of such sections in a permit issued 
under section 402 of the Act, or any requirement imposed in a pretreatment 
program approved under section 402(a)(3) or 402(b)(8) of the Act, is subject 
to criminal penalties of $2,500 to $25,000 per day of violation, or  
imprisonment of not more than 1 year, or both. In the case of a second or 
subsequent conviction for a negligent violation, a person shall be subject to 
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criminal penalties of not more than $50,000 per day of violation, or by 
imprisonment of not more than 2 years, or both. 


b) Knowing Violations.  Any person who knowingly violates such sections, or 
such conditions or limitations is subject to criminal penalties of $5,000 to 
$50,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment for not more than 3 years, or 
both. In the case of a second or subsequent conviction for a knowing 
violation, a person shall be subject to criminal penalties of not more than 
$100,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment of not more than 6 years, or 
both. 


c) Knowing Endangerment.  Any person who knowingly violates section 301, 
302, 303, 306, 307, 308, 318 or 405 of the Act, or any permit condition or 
limitation implementing any of such sections in a permit issued under section 
402 of the Act, and who knows at that time that he thereby places another 
person in imminent danger of death or serious bodily injury, shall, upon 
conviction, be subject to a fine of not more than $250,000 or imprisonment of 
not more than 15 years, or both. In the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction for a knowing endangerment violation, a person shall be subject to 
a fine of not more than $500,000 or by imprisonment of not more than 30 
years, or both. An organization, as defined in section 309(c)(3)(B)(iii) of the 
Act, shall, upon conviction of violating the imminent danger provision, be 
subject to a fine of not more than $1,000,000 and can be fined up to 
$2,000,000 for second or subsequent convictions. 


d) False Statements.  The Act provides that any person who falsifies, tampers 
with, or knowingly renders inaccurate any monitoring device or method 
required to be maintained under this permit shall, upon conviction, be 
punished by a fine of not more than $10,000, or by imprisonment for not more 
than 2 years, or both. If a conviction of a person is for a violation committed 
after a first conviction of such person under this paragraph, punishment is a 
fine of not more than $20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of not 
more than 4 years, or both.  The Act further provides that any person who 
knowingly makes any false statement, representation, or certification in any 
record or other document submitted or required to be maintained under this 
permit, including monitoring reports or reports of compliance or non-
compliance shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000 per violation, or by imprisonment for not more than 6 months per 
violation, or by both. 


C. Need To Halt or Reduce Activity not a Defense 
It shall not be a defense for the permittee in an enforcement action that it would have 
been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain 
compliance with this permit. 
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D. Duty to Mitigate 
The permittee must take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge in 
violation of this permit that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human 
health or the environment. 


E. Proper Operation and Maintenance 
The permittee must at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and 
systems of treatment and control (and related appurtenances) which are installed or 
used by the permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this permit.  
Proper operation and maintenance also includes adequate laboratory controls and 
appropriate quality assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of 
back-up or auxiliary facilities or similar systems which are installed by the permittee 
only when the operation is necessary to achieve compliance with the conditions of the 
permit. 


F. Bypass of Treatment Facilities 
1. Bypass not exceeding limitations.  The permittee may allow any bypass to occur 


that does not cause effluent limitations to be exceeded, but only if it also is for 
essential maintenance to assure efficient operation.  These bypasses are not 
subject to the provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3 of this Part. 


2. Notice. 
a) Anticipated bypass.  If the permittee knows in advance of the need for a 


bypass, it must submit prior written notice, if possible at least 10 days before 
the date of the bypass. 


b) Unanticipated bypass.  The permittee must submit notice of an unanticipated 
bypass as required under Part III.G (“Twenty-four Hour Notice of 
Noncompliance Reporting”). 


3. Prohibition of bypass. 
a) Bypass is prohibited, and the Director of the Enforcement and Compliance 


Assurance Division may take enforcement action against the permittee for a 
bypass, unless: 
(i) The bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury, or 


severe property damage; 
(ii) There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as the use of 


auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated wastes, or 
maintenance during normal periods of equipment downtime.  This 
condition is not satisfied if adequate back-up equipment should have 
been installed in the exercise of reasonable engineering judgment to 
prevent a bypass that occurred during normal periods of equipment 
downtime or preventive maintenance; and 


(iii) The permittee submitted notices as required under paragraph 2 of this 
Part. 
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b) The Director of the Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Division may 
approve an anticipated bypass, after considering its adverse effects, if the 
Director determines that it will meet the three conditions listed above in 
paragraph 3.a. of this Part. 


G. Upset Conditions 
1. Effect of an upset.  An upset constitutes an affirmative defense to an action 


brought for noncompliance with such technology-based permit effluent 
limitations if the permittee meets the requirements of paragraph 2 of this Part.  No 
determination made during administrative review of claims that noncompliance 
was caused by upset, and before an action for noncompliance, is final 
administrative action subject to judicial review. 


2. Conditions necessary for a demonstration of upset.  To establish the affirmative 
defense of upset, the permittee must demonstrate, through properly signed, 
contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant evidence that: 
a) An upset occurred and that the permittee can identify the cause(s) of the upset; 
b) The permitted facility was at the time being properly operated; 
c) The permittee submitted notice of the upset as required under Part III.G, 


“Twenty-four Hour Notice of Noncompliance Reporting;” and 
d) The permittee complied with any remedial measures required under Part IV.D, 


“Duty to Mitigate.” 
3. Burden of proof.  In any enforcement proceeding, the permittee seeking to 


establish the occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof. 


H. Toxic Pollutants 
The permittee must comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established under 
Section 307(a) of the Act for toxic pollutants and with standards for sewage sludge 
use or disposal established under Section 405(d) of the Act within the time provided 
in the regulations that establish those standards or prohibitions, even if the permit has 
not yet been modified to incorporate the requirement. 


I. Planned Changes 
The permittee must give written notice to the Director of the Water Division as 
specified in part III.I.3. and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe as soon as possible of any 
planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility whenever: 
1. The alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet one of the criteria for 


determining whether a facility is a new source as determined in 40 CFR 
122.29(b); or 


2. The alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the 
quantity of pollutants discharged.  This notification applies to pollutants that are 
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subject neither to effluent limitations in the permit, nor to notification 
requirements under Part III.I (“Changes in Discharge of Toxic Substances”). 


J. Anticipated Noncompliance 
The permittee must give written advance notice to the Director of the Enforcement 
and Compliance Assurance Division and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe of any planned 
changes in the permitted facility or activity that may result in noncompliance with 
this permit. 


V. General Provisions 


A. Permit Actions 
This permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause as 
specified in 40 CFR 122.62, 122.64, or 124.5.  The filing of a request by the permittee 
for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, termination, or a notification of 
planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition. 


B. Duty to Reapply 
If the permittee intends to continue an activity regulated by this permit after the 
expiration date of this permit, the permittee must apply for and obtain a new permit.  
In accordance with 40 CFR 122.21(d), and unless permission for the application to be 
submitted at a later date has been granted by the Regional Administrator, the 
permittee must submit a new application at least 180 days before the expiration date 
of this permit. 


C. Duty to Provide Information 
The permittee must furnish to EPA and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe, within the time 
specified in the request, any information that EPA or the Coeur d’Alene Tribe may 
request to determine whether cause exists for modifying, revoking and reissuing, or 
terminating this permit, or to determine compliance with this permit.  The permittee 
must also furnish to EPA or the Coeur d’Alene Tribe, upon request, copies of records 
required to be kept by this permit. 


D. Other Information 
When the permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant facts in a 
permit application, or that it submitted incorrect information in a permit application 
or any report to EPA or the Coeur d’Alene Tribe, it must promptly submit the omitted 
facts or corrected information in writing. 


E. Signatory Requirements 
All applications, reports or information submitted to EPA and the Coeur d’Alene 
Tribe must be signed and certified as follows. 
1. All permit applications must be signed as follows: 
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a) For a corporation: by a responsible corporate officer. 
b) For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general partner or the proprietor, 


respectively. 
c) For a municipality, state, federal, Indian tribe, or other public agency: by 


either a principal executive officer or ranking elected official. 
2. All reports required by the permit and other information requested by EPA or the 


Coeur d’Alene Tribe must be signed by a person described above or by a duly 
authorized representative of that person.  A person is a duly authorized 
representative only if: 
a) The authorization is made in writing by a person described above; 
b) The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having 


responsibility for the overall operation of the regulated facility or activity, 
such as the position of plant manager, operator of a well or a well field, 
superintendent, position of equivalent responsibility, or an individual or 
position having overall responsibility for environmental matters for the 
company; and 


c) The written authorization is submitted to the Director of the Enforcement and 
Compliance Assurance Division and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe. 


3. Changes to authorization.  If an authorization under Part V.E.2 is no longer 
accurate because a different individual or position has responsibility for the 
overall operation of the facility, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of 
Part V.E.2. must be submitted to the Director of the Enforcement and Compliance 
Assurance Division and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe prior to or together with any 
reports, information, or applications to be signed by an authorized representative. 


4. Certification.  Any person signing a document under this Part must make the 
following certification: 


“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were 
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system 
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate 
the information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person or persons 
who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for 
gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my 
knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete.  I am aware that there 
are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the 
possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.” 


F. Availability of Reports 
In accordance with 40 CFR 2, information submitted to EPA pursuant to this permit 
may be claimed as confidential by the permittee.  In accordance with the Act, permit 
applications, permits and effluent data are not considered confidential.  Any 
confidentiality claim must be asserted at the time of submission by stamping the 
words “confidential business information” on each page containing such information.  
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If no claim is made at the time of submission, EPA may make the information 
available to the public without further notice to the permittee.  If a claim is asserted, 
the information will be treated in accordance with the procedures in 40 CFR 2, 
Subpart B (Public Information) and 41 Fed. Reg. 36902 through 36924 (September 1, 
1976), as amended. 


G. Inspection and Entry 
The permittee must allow the Director of the Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 
Division, EPA Region 10; the Coeur d’Alene Tribe; or an authorized representative 
(including an authorized contractor acting as a representative of the Administrator), 
upon the presentation of credentials and other documents as may be required by law, 
to: 
1. Enter upon the permittee's premises where a regulated facility or activity is 


located or conducted, or where records must be kept under the conditions of this 
permit; 


2. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that must be kept under 
the conditions of this permit; 


3. Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and 
control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this 
permit; and 


4. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purpose of assuring permit 
compliance or as otherwise authorized by the Act, any substances or parameters at 
any location. 


H. Property Rights 
The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any 
exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to persons or property or 
invasion of other private rights, nor any infringement of federal, tribal, state or local 
laws or regulations. 


I. Transfers 
This permit is not transferable to any person except after written notice to the Director 
of the Water Division as specified in part III.I.3.  The Director may require 
modification or revocation and reissuance of the permit to change the name of the 
permittee and incorporate such other requirements as may be necessary under the Act.  
(See 40 CFR 122.61;  in some cases, modification or revocation and reissuance is 
mandatory). 


J. State Laws 
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal action 
or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties established 
pursuant to any applicable state law or regulation under authority preserved by 
Section 510 of the Act. 







Permit No.: ID0000019 
Page 39 of 47 


Preliminary Draft Permit 


VI. Definitions 
1. “Act” means the Clean Water Act. 
2. “Administrator” means the Administrator of the EPA, or an authorized 


representative. 
3. “Average monthly discharge limitation” means the highest allowable average of 


“daily discharges” over a calendar month, calculated as the sum of all “daily 
discharges” measured during a calendar month divided by the number of “daily 
discharges” measured during that month. 


4. “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) means schedules of activities, prohibitions 
of practices, maintenance procedures, and other management practices to prevent 
or reduce the pollution of waters of the United States.  BMPs also include 
treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control plant site 
runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material 
storage areas. 


5. “Bypass” means the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a 
treatment facility. 


6. “Chronic toxic unit” (“TUc”) is a measure of chronic toxicity.  TUc is the 
reciprocal of the effluent concentration that causes no observable effect on the test 
organisms by the end of the chronic exposure period (i.e., 100/“NOEC”). 


7. “Daily discharge” means the discharge of a pollutant measured during a calendar 
day or any 24-hour period that reasonably represents the calendar day for 
purposes of sampling.  For pollutants with limitations expressed in units of mass, 
the “daily discharge” is calculated as the total mass of the pollutant discharged 
over the day.  For pollutants with limitations expressed in other units of 
measurement, the “daily discharge” is calculated as the average measurement of 
the pollutant over the day. 


8. “Director of the Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Division” means the 
Director of the Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Division, EPA Region 
10, or an authorized representative. 


9. “Director of the Water Division” means the Director of the Water Division, EPA 
Region 10, or an authorized representative. 


10. “DMR” means discharge monitoring report. 
11. “EPA” means the United States Environmental Protection Agency. 
12. “Grab” sample is an individual sample collected over a period of time not 


exceeding 15 minutes. 
13. “Inhibition concentration”, IC, is a point estimate of the toxicant concentration 


that causes a given percent reduction (p) in a non-quantal biological measurement 
(e.g., reproduction or growth) calculated from a continuous model (e.g., 
Interpolation Method). 
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14. “Maximum daily discharge limitation” means the highest allowable “daily 
discharge.” 


15. “Method Detection Limit (MDL)” means the minimum measured concentration 
of a substance that can be reported with 99% confidence that the measured 
concentration is distinguishable from method blank results. 


16. “Minimum Level (ML)” means either the sample concentration equivalent to the 
lowest calibration point in a method or a multiple of the method detection limit 
(MDL). Minimum levels may be obtained in several ways: They may be 
published in a method; they may be sample concentrations equivalent to the 
lowest acceptable calibration point used by a laboratory; or they may be 
calculated by multiplying the MDL in a method, or the MDL determined by a lab, 
by a factor. 


17.  “NOEC” means no observed effect concentration.  The NOEC is the highest 
concentration of toxicant (e.g., effluent) to which organisms are exposed in a 
chronic toxicity test [full life-cycle or partial life-cycle (short term) test], that 
causes no observable adverse effects on the test organisms (i.e., the highest 
concentration of effluent in which the values for the observed responses are not 
statistically significantly different from the controls). 


18. “NPDES” means National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, the national 
program for issuing, modifying, revoking and reissuing, terminating, monitoring 
and enforcing permits . . . under sections 307, 402, 318, and 405 of the CWA. 


19. “QA/QC” means quality assurance/quality control. 
20. “Regional Administrator” means the Regional Administrator of Region 10 of the 


EPA, or the authorized representative of the Regional Administrator. 
21. “Severe property damage” means substantial physical damage to property, 


damage to the treatment facilities which causes them to become inoperable, or 
substantial and permanent loss of natural resources which can reasonably be 
expected to occur in the absence of a bypass.  Severe property damage does not 
mean economic loss caused by delays in production. 


22. “Upset” means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and 
temporary noncompliance with technology-based permit effluent limitations 
because of factors beyond the reasonable control of the permittee.  An upset does 
not include noncompliance to the extent caused by operational error, improperly 
designed treatment facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, lack of preventive 
maintenance, or careless or improper operation. 
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Appendix A  
Minimum Levels  


 
The Table below lists the maximum Minimum Level (ML) for pollutants that may have monitoring requirements in 
the permit.  The permittee may request different MLs.  The request must be in writing and must be approved by 
EPA. If the Permittee is unable to obtain the required ML in its effluent due to matrix effects, the Permittee must 
submit a matrix-specific detection limit (MDL) and a ML to EPA with appropriate laboratory documentation. 
 
CONVENTIONAL PARAMETERS 


Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L unless 
specified 


Biochemical Oxygen Demand 2 mg/L 


Soluble Biochemical Oxygen Demand 2 mg/L 


Chemical Oxygen Demand 10 mg/L 


Dissolved Organic Carbon 1 mg/L 


Total Organic Carbon 1 mg/L 


Total Suspended Solids 5 mg/L 


Total Ammonia (as N) 50 


Dissolved oxygen +/- 0.2 mg/L 


Temperature  +/- 0.2º C 


pH N/A 


 
NONCONVENTIONAL PARAMETERS 


Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L unless 
specified 


Total Alkalinity 5 mg/L as CaCO3 


Chlorine, Total Residual 50.0 


Color 10 color units 


Fluoride (16984-48-8) 100 


Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen (as N) 100 


Nitrogen, Total Kjeldahl (as N) 300 


Soluble Reactive Phosphorus (as P) 10 


Phosphorus, Total (as P) 10 


Oil and Grease (HEM) (Hexane Extractable Material) 5,000 


Salinity 3 practical salinity units or scale (PSU or 
PSS) 


Settleable Solids 500 (or 0.1 mL/L) 


Sulfate (as mg/L SO4)  0.2 mg/L 


Sulfide (as mg/L S) 0.2 mg/L 
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Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L unless 
specified 


Sulfite (as mg/L SO3) 2 mg/L 


Total dissolved solids 20 mg/L 


Total Hardness 200 as CaCO3 


Aluminum, Total (7429-90-5) 10 


Barium Total (7440-39-3) 2.0 


BTEX (benzene +toluene + ethylbenzene + m,o,p xylenes) 2 


Boron Total (7440-42-8) 10.0 


Cobalt, Total (7440-48-4) 0.25 


Iron, Total (7439-89-6) 50 


Magnesium, Total (7439-95-4) 50 


Molybdenum, Total (7439-98-7) 0.5 


Manganese, Total (7439-96-5) 0.5 


Tin, Total (7440-31-5) 1.5 


Titanium, Total (7440-32-6) 2.5 


 
PRIORITY POLLUTANTS 


Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L 


 unless specified 


METALS, CYANIDE & TOTAL PHENOLS 


Antimony, Total (7440-36-0) 1.0 


Arsenic, Total (7440-38-2) 0.5 


Beryllium, Total (7440-41-7) 0.5 


Cadmium, Total (7440-43-9) 0.1 


Chromium (hex) dissolved    (18540-29-9) 1.2 


Chromium, Total (7440-47-3) 1.0 


Copper, Total (7440-50-8) 2.0 


Lead, Total (7439-92-1) 0.16 


Mercury, Total (7439-97-6) 0.0005 


Nickel, Total (7440-02-0) 0.5 


Selenium, Total (7782-49-2) 1.0 


Silver, Total (7440-22-4) 0.2 


Thallium, Total (7440-28-0) 0.36 


Zinc, Total (7440-66-6) 2.5 


Cyanide, Total (57-12-5) 10 
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Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L 


 unless specified 


Cyanide, Weak Acid Dissociable 10 


Cyanide, Free Amenable to Chlorination (Available Cyanide) 10 


Phenols, Total 50 


2-Chlorophenol (95-57-8) 2.0 


2,4-Dichlorophenol (120-83-2) 1.0 


2,4-Dimethylphenol (105-67-9) 1.0 


4,6-dinitro-o-cresol (534-52-1)  


(2-methyl-4,6,-dinitrophenol) 
2.0 


2,4 dinitrophenol (51-28-5) 2.0 


2-Nitrophenol (88-75-5) 1.0 


4-nitrophenol (100-02-7) 1.0 


Parachlorometa cresol (59-50-7)  


(4-chloro-3-methylphenol) 
2.0 


Pentachlorophenol (87-86-5) 1.0 


Phenol (108-95-2) 4.0 


2,4,6-Trichlorophenol (88-06-2) 4.0 


VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 


Acrolein (107-02-8) 10 


Acrylonitrile (107-13-1) 2.0 


Benzene (71-43-2) 2.0 


Bromoform (75-25-2) 2.0 


Carbon tetrachloride (56-23-5) 2.0 


Chlorobenzene (108-90-7) 2.0 


Chloroethane (75-00-3) 2.0 


2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether  


(110-75-8) 
2.0 


Chloroform (67-66-3) 2.0 


Dibromochloromethane  


(124-48-1) 
2.0 


1,2-Dichlorobenzene (95-50-1) 7.6 


1,3-Dichlorobenzene (541-73-1) 7.6 


1,4-Dichlorobenzene (106-46-7) 17.6 


Dichlorobromomethane (75-27-4) 2.0 


1,1-Dichloroethane (75-34-3) 2.0 
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Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L 


 unless specified 


1,2-Dichloroethane (107-06-2) 2.0 


1,1-Dichloroethylene (75-35-4) 2.0 


1,2-Dichloropropane (78-87-5) 2.0 


1,3-dichloropropene (mixed isomers) (1,2-dichloropropylene) 
(542-75-6)  6 2.0 


Ethylbenzene (100-41-4) 2.0 


Methyl bromide (74-83-9) (Bromomethane) 10.0 


Methyl chloride (74-87-3) (Chloromethane) 2.0 


Methylene chloride (75-09-2) 10.0 


1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane  


(79-34-5) 
2.0 


Tetrachloroethylene (127-18-4) 2.0 


Toluene (108-88-3) 2.0 


1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene  


(156-60-5) (Ethylene dichloride) 
2.0 


1,1,1-Trichloroethane (71-55-6) 2.0 


1,1,2-Trichloroethane (79-00-5) 2.0 


Trichloroethylene (79-01-6) 2.0 


Vinyl chloride (75-01-4) 2.0 


BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 


Acenaphthene (83-32-9) 0.4 


Acenaphthylene (208-96-8) 0.6 


Anthracene (120-12-7) 0.6 


Benzidine (92-87-5) 24 


Benzyl butyl phthalate (85-68-7) 0.6 


Benzo(a)anthracene (56-55-3) 0.6 


Benzo(b)fluoranthene  


(3,4-benzofluoranthene) (205-99-2) 7 
1.6 


Benzo(j)fluoranthene (205-82-3) 7 1.0 


Benzo(k)fluoranthene  


(11,12-benzofluoranthene) (207-08-9) 7 
1.6 


Benzo(r,s,t)pentaphene  


(189-55-9) 
1.0 


Benzo(a)pyrene (50-32-8) 1.0 
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Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L 


 unless specified 


Benzo(ghi)Perylene (191-24-2) 1.0 


Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane (111-91-1) 21.2 


Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether (111-44-4) 1.0 


Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether (39638-32-9) 0.6 


Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate  


(117-81-7) 
0.5 


4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether (101-55-3) 0.4 


2-Chloronaphthalene (91-58-7) 0.6 


4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether (7005-72-3) 0.5 


Chrysene (218-01-9) 0.6 


Dibenzo (a,h)acridine (226-36-8) 10.0 


Dibenzo (a,j)acridine (224-42-0) 10.0 


Dibenzo(a-h)anthracene  


(53-70-3)(1,2,5,6-dibenzanthracene) 
1.6 


Dibenzo(a,e)pyrene (192-65-4) 10.0 


Dibenzo(a,h)pyrene (189-64-0) 10.0 


3,3-Dichlorobenzidine (91-94-1) 1.0 


Diethyl phthalate (84-66-2) 7.6 


Dimethyl phthalate (131-11-3) 6.4 


Di-n-butyl phthalate (84-74-2) 1.0 


2,4-dinitrotoluene (121-14-2) 0.4 


2,6-dinitrotoluene (606-20-2) 0.4 


Di-n-octyl phthalate (117-84-0)  0.6 


1,2-Diphenylhydrazine (as Azobenzene)  (122-66-7) 20 


Fluoranthene (206-44-0) 0.6 


Fluorene (86-73-7) 0.6 


Hexachlorobenzene (118-74-1)  0.6 


Hexachlorobutadiene (87-68-3) 1.0 


Hexachlorocyclopentadiene  


(77-47-4) 
1.0 


Hexachloroethane (67-72-1) 1.0 


Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 


(193-39-5) 
1.0 


Isophorone (78-59-1) 1.0 
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Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L 


 unless specified 


3-Methyl cholanthrene (56-49-5) 8.0 


Naphthalene (91-20-3) 0.6 


Nitrobenzene (98-95-3) 1.0 


N-Nitrosodimethylamine (62-75-9) 4.0 


N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine  


(621-64-7) 
1.0 


N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (86-30-6) 1.0 


Perylene  (198-55-0) 7.6 


Phenanthrene (85-01-8) 0.6 


Pyrene (129-00-0) 0.6 


1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 


 (120-82-1) 
0.6 


DIOXIN 


2,3,7,8-Tetra-Chlorodibenzo-P-Dioxin (176-40-16) (2,3,7,8 
TCDD) 5 pg/L 


PESTICIDES/PCBs 


Aldrin (309-00-2) 0.05 


alpha-BHC (319-84-6) 0.05 


beta-BHC (319-85-7) 0.05 


gamma-BHC (58-89-9) 0.05 


delta-BHC (319-86-8) 0.05 


Chlordane (57-74-9) 0.05 


4,4’-DDT (50-29-3) 0.05 


4,4’-DDE (72-55-9) 0.05 


4,4’ DDD (72-54-8) 0.05 


Dieldrin (60-57-1) 0.05 


alpha-Endosulfan (959-98-8) 0.05 


beta-Endosulfan (33213-65-9) 0.05 


Endosulfan Sulfate  (1031-07-8) 0.05 


Endrin (72-20-8) 0.05 


Endrin Aldehyde (7421-93-4) 0.05 


Heptachlor (76-44-8) 0.05 


Heptachlor Epoxide  (1024-57-3) 0.05 


PCB-1242 (53469-21-9) 0.5 
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Pollutant & CAS No. (if available) Minimum Level (ML) µg/L 


 unless specified 


PCB-1254 (11097-69-1) 0.5 


PCB-1221 (11104-28-2) 0.5 


PCB-1232 (11141-16-5) 0.5 


PCB-1248 (12672-29-6) 0.5 


PCB-1260 (11096-82-5) 0.5 


PCB-1016 (12674-11-2) 0.5 


Toxaphene (8001-35-2) 0.5 
 
 


 





		Schedule of Submissions

		I. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

		A. Discharge Authorization

		B. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring

		(i) The permittee must use a method that detects and quantifies the level of the pollutant, or

		(ii) The permittee must use a method that can achieve a maximum ML less than or equal to those specified in Appendix A;



		C. Stormwater Controls, Inspections and Corrective Actions

		(i) Use grading, berming or curbing to prevent runoff of contaminated flows and divert run-on away from these areas;

		(ii) Locate materials, equipment, and activities so that potential leaks and spills are contained or able to be contained or diverted before discharge;

		(iii) Clean up spills and leaks promptly using dry methods (e.g., absorbents) to prevent the discharge of pollutants;

		(iv) Store leaky vehicles and equipment indoors or, if stored outdoors, use drip pans and absorbents;

		(v) Use spill/overflow protection equipment;

		(vi) Perform all vehicle and/or equipment cleaning operations indoors, under cover, or in bermed areas that prevent runoff and run-on and also that capture any overspray; and

		(vii) Drain fluids from equipment and vehicles that will be decommissioned, and, for any equipment and vehicles that will remain unused for extended periods of time, inspect at least monthly for leaks.

		(i) Sweep or vacuum at regular intervals or, alternatively, wash down the area and collect and/or treat, and properly dispose of the washdown water;

		(ii) Store materials in appropriate containers;

		(iii) Keep all dumpster lids closed when not in use. For dumpsters and roll off boxes that do not have lids and could leak, ensure that discharges have a control (e.g., secondary containment, treatment). This permit does not authorize dry weather disc...

		(iv) Minimize the potential for waste, garbage and floatable debris to be discharged by keeping exposed areas free of such materials, or by intercepting them before they are discharged.

		(v) In areas where storage, loading and unloading, and material handling occur, perform good housekeeping to minimize the discharge of wood debris, leachate generated from decaying wood materials, and the generation of dust.

		(i) Performing inspections and preventive maintenance of stormwater drainage, source controls, treatment systems, and plant equipment and systems that could fail and result in contamination of stormwater.

		(ii) Diligently maintaining non-structural control measures (e.g., keep spill response supplies available, personnel appropriately trained).

		(iii) Inspecting and maintaining baghouses at least quarterly to prevent the escape of dust from the system and immediately removing any accumulated dust at the base of the exterior baghouse.

		(iv) Cleaning catch basins when the depth of debris reaches two-thirds (2/3) of the sump depth and keeping the debris surface at least six inches below the lowest outlet pipe.

		(i) Plainly label containers (e.g., “Used Oil,” “Spent Solvents,” “Fertilizers and Pesticides”) that could be susceptible to spillage or leakage to encourage proper handling and facilitate rapid response if spills or leaks occur;

		(ii) Implement procedures for material storage and handling, including the use of secondary containment and barriers between material storage and traffic areas, or a similarly effective means designed to prevent the discharge of pollutants from these ...

		(iii) Develop training on the procedures for expeditiously stopping, containing, and cleaning up leaks, spills, and other releases. As appropriate, execute such procedures as soon as possible;

		(iv) Keep spill kits on-site, located near areas where spills may occur or where a rapid response can be made; and

		(v) Notify appropriate facility personnel when a leak, spill, or other release occurs.

		(i) Personnel who are responsible for the design, installation, maintenance, and/or repair of controls (including pollution prevention measures);

		(ii) Personnel responsible for the storage and handling of chemicals and materials that could become contaminants in stormwater discharges;

		(iii) Personnel who are responsible for conducting and documenting monitoring and inspections as required in Parts I.B, I.D, and I.C.3; and

		(iv) Personnel who are responsible for taking and documenting corrective actions as required in Part I.C.4.

		(v) Personnel must be trained in at least the following if related to the scope of their job duties (e.g., only personnel responsible for conducting inspections need to understand how to conduct inspections):

		 An overview of what is in the SWPPP;

		 Spill response procedures, good housekeeping, maintenance requirements, and material management practices;

		 The location of all controls on the site required by this permit, and how they are to be maintained;

		 The proper procedures to follow with respect to the permit’s pollution prevention requirements; and

		 When and how to conduct inspections, record applicable findings, and take corrective actions.



		(i) Areas where industrial materials or activities are exposed to stormwater;

		(ii) Areas identified in the SWPPP and those that are potential pollutant sources;

		(iii) Areas where spills and leaks have occurred in the past three years;

		(iv) Discharge points; and

		(v) Control measures used to comply with the effluent limits contained in this permit.

		(i) Industrial materials, residue or trash that may have or could contact stormwater;

		(ii) Leaks or spills from industrial equipment, drums, tanks and other containers;

		(iii) Offsite tracking of industrial or waste materials, or sediment where vehicles enter or exit the site;

		(iv) Tracking or blowing of raw, final or waste materials from areas of no exposure to exposed areas; and,

		(v) Control measures needing replacement, maintenance or repair.

		(i) The inspection date and time;

		(ii) The name(s) and signature(s) of the inspector(s);

		(iii) Weather information;

		(iv) All observations relating to the implementation of control measures at the facility, including:

		 A description of any discharges occurring at the time of the inspection;

		 Any previously unidentified discharges from and/or pollutants at the site;

		 Any evidence of, or the potential for, pollutants entering the drainage system;

		 Observations regarding the physical condition of and around all outfalls, including any flow dissipation devices, and evidence of pollutants in discharges and/or the receiving water;

		 Any control measures needing maintenance, repairs, or replacement;

		(v) Any additional control measures needed to comply with the permit requirements;

		(vi) Any incidents of noncompliance; and

		(vii) A statement signed and certified in accordance with Part V.E.

		(i) An unauthorized release or discharge (e.g., spill, leak, or discharge of non-stormwater not authorized by this permit to a water of the U.S.) occurs at the facility;

		(ii) A stormwater discharge violates a numeric effluent limit;

		(iii) The permittee’s control measures are not stringent enough for the discharge to meet applicable water quality standards or the non-numeric effluent limits in this permit;

		(iv) A required control measure was never installed, was installed incorrectly, or is not being properly operated or maintained; or,

		(v) Whenever a visual assessment shows evidence of stormwater pollution (e.g., color, odor, floating solids, settled solids, suspended solids, foam).

		(i) Construction or a change in design, operation, or maintenance at the facility that significantly changes the nature of pollutants discharged in stormwater from the facility, or significantly increases the quantity of pollutants discharged.

		(i) Immediate Actions:  If corrective action is needed, the permittee must immediately take all reasonable steps necessary to minimize or prevent the discharge of pollutants until a permanent solution is installed and made operational, including clean...

		(ii) Subsequent Actions:  If the permittee determines that additional actions are necessary beyond those implemented pursuant to Part I.C.4.c)(i), the permittee must complete the corrective actions (e.g., install a new or modified control and make it ...

		(i) Description of the condition triggering the need for corrective action review. For any spills or leaks, include the following information: a description of the incident including material, date/time, amount, location, and reason for spill, and any...

		(ii) Date the condition was identified;

		(iii) Description of immediate actions taken pursuant to Part I.C.4.c)(i) to minimize or prevent the discharge of pollutants. For any spills or leaks, include response actions, the date/time clean-up completed, notifications made, and staff involved. ...

		(iv) A statement signed and certified in accordance with Part V.E.

		(v) The permittee must also document the corrective actions taken or to be taken as a result of the conditions listed in Part I.C.4.a) or I.C.4.b) (or, for triggering events in Part I.C.4.b) where the permittee determines that corrective action is not...



		D. Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing Requirements

		(i) For survival endpoints, TUc = 100/NOEC.

		(ii) For all other test endpoints, TUc = 100/IC25.

		(iii) IC25 means “25% inhibition concentration.”  The IC25 is a point estimate of the toxicant concentration, expressed in percent effluent, that causes a 25% reduction in a non-quantal biological measurement (e.g., reproduction or growth) calculated ...

		(iv) NOEC means “no observed effect concentration.”  The NOEC is the highest concentration of toxicant, expressed in percent effluent, to which organisms are exposed in a chronic toxicity test [full life-cycle or partial life-cycle (short term) test],...

		(i) If organisms are not cultured in-house, concurrent testing with reference toxicants must be conducted.  If organisms are cultured in-house, monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference toxicant tests must be conducted using the sam...

		(ii) If either of the reference toxicant tests or the effluent tests do not meet all test acceptability criteria as specified in the test methods manual, the permittee must re-sample and re-test within 14 days of receipt of the test results.

		(iii) Control and dilution water must be receiving water or lab water, as appropriate, as described in the manual.  If the dilution water used is different from the culture water, a second control, using culture water must also be used.  Receiving wat...

		(i) A status report on any actions required by the permit, with a schedule for actions not yet completed.

		(ii) A description of any additional actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate and correct the cause(s) of the toxicity.

		(iii) Where no actions have been taken, a discussion of the reasons for not taking action.

		(i) Further actions to investigate and identify the cause of toxicity;

		(ii) Actions the permittee will take to mitigate the impact of the discharge and to prevent the recurrence of toxicity; and

		(iii) A schedule for these actions.



		E. Surface Water Monitoring



		II. Special Conditions

		A. Quality Assurance Plan (QAP)

		B. Total Suspended Solids Schedule of Compliance

		C. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

		(i) Boundaries of the property and the size of the property in acres;

		(ii) Location and extent of significant structures and impervious surfaces;

		(iii) Directions of stormwater flow (use arrows);

		(iv) Locations of all stormwater control measures;

		(v) Locations of all receiving waters, including wetlands, in the immediate vicinity of the facility. Indicate which waterbodies are listed as impaired;

		(vi) Locations of all stormwater conveyances including ditches, pipes, and swales;

		(vii) Locations of potential pollutant sources identified under PartII.C.5.b);

		(viii) Locations where significant spills or leaks identified under Part II.C.5.c) have occurred;

		(ix) Locations of all stormwater monitoring points;

		(x) Locations of stormwater inlets and outfalls, with a unique identification code for each outfall (e.g., Outfall 001, 002), and an approximate outline of the areas draining to each outfall;

		(xi) If applicable, municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) and where this facility’s stormwater discharges to them;

		(xii) Areas of designated critical habitat for endangered or threatened species, if applicable.

		(xiii) Locations of the following activities where such activities are exposed to precipitation:

		 fueling stations;

		 vehicle and equipment maintenance and/or cleaning areas;

		 loading/unloading areas;

		 locations used for the treatment, storage, or disposal of wastes;

		 liquid storage tanks;

		 processing and storage areas;

		 immediate access roads and rail lines used or traveled by carriers of raw materials, manufactured products, waste material, or by-products used or created by the facility;

		 transfer areas for substances in bulk;

		 machinery;

		 locations and sources of run-on to the site from adjacent property that contains significant quantities of pollutants.

		(i) The date of the evaluation;

		(ii) A description of the evaluation criteria used;

		(iii) A list of the outfalls or onsite drainage points that were directly observed during the evaluation; and

		(iv) The action(s) taken, such as a list of control measures used to eliminate unauthorized discharge(s), or documentation that a separate NPDES permit was obtained. For example, a floor drain was sealed, a sink drain was re-routed to sanitary, or an ...

		(i) How the permittee addressed the selection and design considerations in Part I.C.1;

		(ii) How they address the pollutant sources identified in Part II.C.5.

		(i) The content of the training;

		(ii) The frequency/schedule of training for employees who work in areas where industrial materials or activities are exposed to stormwater, or who are responsible for implementing activities necessary to meet the conditions of this permit;

		(iii) A log of the dates on which specific employees received training.





		III. General Monitoring, Recording and Reporting Requirements

		A. Representative Sampling (Routine and Non-Routine Discharges)

		B. Reporting of Monitoring Results

		C. Monitoring Procedures

		D. Additional Monitoring by Permittee

		E. Records Contents

		F. Retention of Records

		G. Twenty-four Hour Notice of Noncompliance Reporting

		H. Other Noncompliance Reporting

		I. Changes in Discharge of Toxic Pollutants

		J. Compliance Schedules



		IV. Compliance Responsibilities

		A. Duty to Comply

		B. Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions

		C. Need To Halt or Reduce Activity not a Defense

		D. Duty to Mitigate

		E. Proper Operation and Maintenance

		F. Bypass of Treatment Facilities

		(i) The bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury, or severe property damage;

		(ii) There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated wastes, or maintenance during normal periods of equipment downtime.  This condition is not satisfied if adequate back-up ...

		(iii) The permittee submitted notices as required under paragraph 2 of this Part.



		G. Upset Conditions

		H. Toxic Pollutants

		I. Planned Changes

		J. Anticipated Noncompliance



		V. General Provisions

		A. Permit Actions

		B. Duty to Reapply

		C. Duty to Provide Information

		D. Other Information

		E. Signatory Requirements

		F. Availability of Reports

		G. Inspection and Entry

		H. Property Rights

		I. Transfers

		J. State Laws



		VI. Definitions

		Appendix A




